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House of Representatives 
The House met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. CHOCOLA). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
May 23, 2006. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable CHRIS 
CHOCOLA to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

MORNING HOUR DEBATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 31, 2006, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to 
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member, 
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes, but in 
no event shall debate extend beyond 
9:50 a.m. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. KELLER) for 2 min-
utes. 

f 

COMMENDING TOM DAVIS 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am happy to welcome Tom Davis to 
Washington, DC. He has traveled here 
all the way from Spring, TX, to testify 
before the Subcommittee on 21st Cen-
tury Competitiveness, which I chair. I 
invited him to talk about the ways 
that the private sector can help in-
crease college access for millions of 
Americans. 

Tom Davis is already doing his part. 
He is the owner of Davis Brothers Con-

struction, a company of about 35 em-
ployees that builds multi-family 
homes. Most of his employees are hour-
ly laborers who make a decent living 
but can’t afford to send their kids to 
college. So Mr. Davis has said that, for 
any of his employees whose children 
want to go to college but can’t afford 
it, he will pay for their tuition and 
books. His generosity has built fierce 
loyalty among his employees, and he 
has already sent seven kids to college 
who otherwise couldn’t have gone. 

It is because of businesses like his 
that I introduced the Family Friendly 
Employers Act which gives a tax incen-
tive to those employers who pay for 
their employees’ children to go to col-
lege. Our country could use more fam-
ily friendly employers like Tom Davis. 

f 

GAS PRICE GOUGING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 31, 2006, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, big surprise, the 
Bush Federal Trade Commission finds 
out there is no price gouging in the oil 
industry. No, none whatsoever. The oil 
men in the White House and the vice 
president, the oil man, their political 
appointees at the Federal Trade Com-
mission finds no price gouging. The 
American people aren’t going to be-
lieve this. 

Now, let’s just take one little exam-
ple with Katrina. I live on the west 
coast of the United States; none of our 
oil refined products come from the 
southeastern United States, yet on 
Labor Day weekend in Oregon the 
prices were identical and they had gone 
up by 60 cents a gallon in one day. Now, 
isn’t that interesting. 

Now, how does that work? That is 
not price gouging? That is market- 
based? So they were going to build a 

pipeline that day and start shipping it 
to the southeast, or they were going to 
truck it across the country? Come on. 
Totally separated markets. Unbeliev-
able increase in profits. $100 million a 
day for ExxonMobil, the most profit-
able day in the history of the world, 
and there was no price gouging going 
on. 

Now, there is one commissioner who 
has a shred of integrity left, Commis-
sioner John Leibowitz. He issued a 
sharp statement. He said a handful of 
refiners more than doubled operating 
margins in ways not attributable to in-
creased costs after the hurricanes. 

Sounds like price gouging to me. No, 
the entire Commission determined that 
the firm’s conduct in response to hurri-
cane-induced reductions was consistent 
with competition, adding that the 
Bush-appointed Federal Trade Commis-
sion doesn’t back proposals to create 
Federal price gouging laws. There is no 
price gouging. 

So then why wouldn’t we create price 
gouging laws? If there isn’t any, there 
hasn’t been any, we could prevent it in 
the future. Or maybe there really was a 
little teeny bit of price gouging and the 
Bush appointees don’t want us to be 
able to prosecute that in the future. I 
think we could substitute the word 
consistent with business as usual. 

This is not a competitive market. 
There is collusion. It is organized. It 
has been going on for more than a dec-
ade when the American Petroleum In-
stitute suggested to Big Oil that they 
shut down refineries to squeeze down 
capacity so that they could drive up re-
finery margins. And, guess what. On 
average they are up 255 percent in 5 
years. Now, this is competition accord-
ing to the Bush-appointed Federal 
Trade Commission. The rest of us 
might call it collusion, market manip-
ulation, and price gouging. The Amer-
ican people are seeing it. 

Now, if we took two simple steps. 
They say, oh, there is nothing Congress 
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could do anyway, don’t worry about it. 
That is what the President says. Yeah, 
there are a couple things we could do. 
The experts say that 75 percent of the 
crude oil market is unregulated. It is 
traded in ways that would be illegal if 
it was controlled by the Commodities 
Future Trading Commission, like all 
other commodities and a quarter of the 
oil market. Traders swap back and 
forth, back and forth, back and forth 
just to drive up the price, no intention 
of actually taking a contract or taking 
delivery. They say we could squeeze 20 
to 25 percent out of today’s cost at the 
pump if we just regulated that market 
with the same rules as any other trad-
ed commodity and part of the oil mar-
ket today. 

Well, that would take us from $3.20 
down to $2.56 a gallon. Not bad. I think 
the American people and American 
businesses would think that was pretty 
good. 

And then we have the collusion to 
shut the refineries. Now, if we just 
took the refineries back to their pre-
vious margins, that was the historic 
margin that they got per gallon, that 
would knock another 50 cents a gallon 
off. But let’s say we have got to give 
them an inducement to reopen the re-
fineries that they shut, or build new 
ones because they tore down the ones 
that they shut to restrict the market 
to drive up the price. So with a little 
windfall profits tax that says these are 
windfall profits unless and until you 
invest in production and refining ca-
pacity; and if you do that, then you 
won’t have to pay this confiscatory 
tax, that would take us down to some-
where around $2.26 a gallon. Now, that 
would be quite a gift for the American 
economy, American consumers, people 
who live in the rural parts of my dis-
trict who have to commute long dis-
tances to work. 

But the Republican Congress is silent 
and complicit with the oil men at the 
White House who have manipulated the 
Federal Trade Commission into trying 
to fool the American consumers and 
say, oh, that wasn’t price gouging, that 
was a market at work. 

Yeah. Give me a break. 
f 

DO-NOTHING CONGRESS FAILING 
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 31, 2006, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized 
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the Do- 
Nothing Congress of 1948 is about to be 
replaced as the most ineffective Con-
gress in recent times. Today, just as in 
1948, the American people are looking 
to Congress to tackle some very impor-
tant issues: The war in Iraq, rising gas 
prices, rising college and health care 
costs, the economic uncertainty result-
ing from the outsourcing of high-pay-
ing American jobs, and a record deficit 
that continues to spiral out of control. 

There is so much that this Congress 
could be working on right now, but 
House Republicans refuse to address 
any of these concerns. In fact, it is dif-
ficult to address the concerns of the 
American people when Congress is 
never in session. 

I am sure the American people will 
be shocked to hear that this is only the 
36th day the House is scheduled to hold 
votes this year. With only 57 scheduled 
voting days until adjournment, the 
House is now on track to meet 15 days 
less than the first Do-Nothing Congress 
of 1948. And it is no wonder the Amer-
ican people are so disgusted with Con-
gress. 

Mr. Speaker, the House Republican 
majority is simply out of new ideas. 
Any time that a crisis hits, they throw 
out the same old ideas that haven’t 
worked for them in the past and will 
not work for them in the future. And 
let me give you a case in point. This 
week, House Republicans say they are 
finally ready to address the record gas 
prices Americans have been forced to 
pay every time they go to the gas sta-
tion. So what is the new idea House Re-
publicans will bring to the floor this 
week? Drilling in the Alaska wilder-
ness, the area known as the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. Well, that 
sounds familiar. That’s right. You’ve 
heard it before. It’s nothing new. And 
it will do absolutely nothing to help 
American consumers with the pain 
they now face at the pump. In fact, 
they wouldn’t even be able to start 
drilling for oil out in this Alaska wil-
derness until a decade after Congress 
gives its approval. Worse yet, ANWR 
only holds enough oil to provide 6 
months of oil to the American con-
sumer. This is simply not an energy so-
lution. It is the same old idea. 

So then why do Washington Repub-
licans choose to ignore the problem? 
Could it be that they have built such a 
cozy relationship with the CEOs of Big 
Oil that they are simply unwilling to 
break these bonds? Let’s not forget 
that with two oil men in the White 
House and a rubber-stamp Republican 
Congress always ready to back them 
up, big oil companies have seen their 
profits quadruple in the past 4 years. 
At the same time the price of gasoline 
has doubled and our dependence on for-
eign oil has increased substantially. 

As American families struggle to 
deal with falling wages and rising 
prices at the pump, the Republicans in 
this body continue to deliver billions of 
dollars in tax breaks to big oil compa-
nies. 

Mr. Speaker, it is no wonder the 
American people are demanding 
change. They want results, and they 
aren’t getting them from this Repub-
lican majority. 

Unlike our Republican colleagues, 
House Democrats have offered some in-
novative and new ideas that are worth 
exploring. Last week, the Democratic 
Rural Working Group unveiled its am-
bitious plan to reduce our dependence 
on foreign petroleum and promote the 

production and use of clean renewable 
energy here at home. In other words, 
promote the production and use of 
clean renewable energy here at home 
so we are not so dependent on foreign 
oil. 

Our proposal, the Democratic pro-
posal, provides tax incentives to en-
courage increased biofuels production, 
expands the ethanol and biodiesel 
pumps at gas stations, and increases 
the number of flex fuel vehicles on the 
road. 

The Democrats have also introduced 
legislation that would rescind the tax 
breaks to big oil companies. At a time 
when they are breaking record profits 
every quarter, why should the Federal 
Government hand out tax breaks to 
these companies? We shouldn’t. It is 
simply not fair. 

As Americans prepare to travel this 
weekend for the Memorial Day holiday, 
they should know that Democrats are 
offering real solutions to high gas 
prices to protect the American con-
sumer, not Big Oil. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are fed up with the Republican Do- 
Nothing Congress and are demanding 
change here in Washington, something 
that Republicans simply cannot de-
liver. It is time for fresh ideas. It is 
time for Democrats to take control of 
this House so that the needs of all 
Americans are once again addressed on 
this House floor rather than just the 
corporate interests such as Big Oil. 

f 

109TH CONGRESS HAS UNFINISHED 
BUSINESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 31, 2006, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. COOPER) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league from New Jersey who just spoke 
is exactly right. This Congress, this 
year, this House of Representatives 
will probably meet fewer days, fewer 
hours than any Congress since 1948. 
President Harry Truman called that 
Congress the Do-Nothing Congress be-
cause it did almost nothing, and it only 
tried to work for about 110 days out of 
the whole year of 365 days. We will 
meet for substantially fewer days than 
the Do-Nothing Congress. So how do 
you do less than nothing? Sadly, the 
American public is about to find out. 

Now, how does the schedule happen? 
Well, in the House of Representatives, 
it is set by the majority party. They 
can choose. They can make us work a 
long year or a short year, or a very 
short year as they have decided to do 
this year. 

Now, why are we meeting for so few 
days? Well, it is not because taxpayers 
back home aren’t paying us a full-time, 
full-year salary. We are making the 
same pay. But yet we are able to spend 
9 or 10 months of the year back home 
in our districts. And I love that. My 
wife and kids are back home, I love 
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being home 4 or 5 days a week every 
week. 

But I am worried about America, and 
I am worried that this House is not 
confronting the problems that America 
faces, because the workweek here in 
Congress is really too short to even be 
called a workweek. The normal con-
gressional schedule, and this week is 
not a normal week, but the normal 
schedule is we come to Washington 
Tuesday afternoon for a few votes on 
Tuesday night; those are usually incon-
sequential votes such as, for example, 
renaming post offices. On Wednesday, 
sometimes there are some real votes, 
and sometimes on Thursday, usually 
Thursday morning. And then by Thurs-
day afternoon our so-called workweek 
is over. Well, this is called the Tues-
day-Thursday Club. I have been in Con-
gress a number of years, there always 
was a Tuesday-Thursday club, but 
membership in that club used to be re-
served for a few folks who happened to 
have congressional districts nearby in 
Virginia or Maryland, or, quite frank-
ly, for some members who didn’t really 
care about the job, who didn’t want to 
attend all the hearings, who didn’t 
want to participate in the debates, who 
didn’t want to study the legislation 
and really face the problems that 
America faces. 

Sadly, today, Mr. Speaker, pretty 
much everybody belongs to the Tues-
day-Thursday Club. Because if you are 
here in Washington on Monday or Fri-
day, you will discover that none of 
your colleagues are. No hearings are 
being held. No investigations are being 
conducted. 

For example, the majority in their 
wisdom has abolished most all of the 
subcommittees that has the power to 
investigate because they simply do not 
want investigations to take place. 
Well, that is one of the primary func-
tions of Congress, is to conduct what 
they call oversight. And that doesn’t 
mean overlooking a problem. It means 
digging into a problem so you can find 
out exactly how taxpayer dollars are 
being spent. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we are in this ironic 
situation with America confronting a 
myriad of problems, and here we are 
working less than any time in literally 
a half century, working less than any 
time since 1948. 

It is time that this Congress got 
down to business to confront problems 
such as, for example, what my con-
stituents back home want is an immi-
gration bill. And the House passed one 
back last December. The Senate hope-
fully will pass one this week or next 
week. But then those two have to be 
reconciled into a bill that both Houses 
can support. With only a few days left 
in this entire session, how are we going 
to reconcile that legislation? Is it 
going to be a good bill when it is rec-
onciled? The clock is ticking, Mr. 
Speaker. There is very little time left. 

Let me mention one other issue that 
I think is of great concern to all Amer-
icans. If you have anyone in your fam-

ily who has been touched by the dread 
diseases of Parkinson’s or Alzheimer’s 
or diabetes or cancer or a stroke or 
heart disease, or any other of a myriad 
of diseases, you are probably inter-
ested, you are probably in strong sup-
port of embryonic stem cell research so 
that our brilliant scientists can try to 
discover cures for these dread diseases. 
The best information we have is that 
some 72 percent of the American people 
favor research in this area. They want 
it done. They want it done now. They 
want it done in America, too. They are 
not willing to outsource an entire area 
of scientific hope for our patients. But 
although this House passed a stem cell 
bill, the Senate has not, and we need 
action on that, because the House 
passed stem cells a year ago. 

I see that my time is expired, Mr. 
Speaker. Thank you. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 10 
a.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 18 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess 
until 10 a.m. 

f 

b 1000 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. BASS) at 10 a.m. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

With the words about Judith from 
the Hebrew scriptures, let us pray for 
each of the women who serve in our 
military forces: 

‘‘Strike up a song to our God. Let us 
sing a hymn of praise as we honor and 
call upon God’s holy name. 

‘‘The Lord is our God who stamps out 
wars. Enemies have threatened us and 
set fire to our land. The young they 
have killed, and they have left us wid-
ows and orphans. 

‘‘Yet the Lord has fought back with a 
woman’s hand. She took off her mourn-
ing cloak and has taken on a new beau-
ty. 

‘‘Some were struck by her daring. 
Others stopped by her boldness. She 
has led her people with a shout of tri-
umph, and the enemy became para-
lyzed with fear.’’ 

So let us sing a new hymn, in our 
day, to the Lord, for the strength of 
our God has been made known in the 
glory of this woman, now and forever. 
Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia led the Pledge 
of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

NEW IRAQI GOVERNMENT: 
SUCCESS 

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to acknowledge and applaud 
the inauguration this past weekend of 
Iraq’s new permanent unity govern-
ment. For 3 years, democracy has been 
coming to Iraq, and now it is officially 
here. 

Millions have participated in the 
process, voting and debating, and now 
the people of Iraq finally have their 
own sovereign, democratically elected 
government. The Iraqis have overcome 
huge obstacles, uncertainty, threats, 
violence and fear, but have continued 
to stand firm for the most noble of 
ideals, freedom and democracy. 

In just 3 years, we have seen a tyran-
nical oppressive dictatorship removed 
and a fully sovereign democracy born. 
Their new government is one of unity 
with Kurds, Shiites and Sunnis all 
serving in prominent leadership roles. 
All the people of Iraq may proudly 
stand up and say, this is their govern-
ment, their country, and they will 
honor and protect it. 

Mr. Speaker, the historic signifi-
cance of this event cannot be overesti-
mated. From this day forward, we must 
always look at Iraq as a nation of inde-
pendence, a nation of freedom and a na-
tion of democracy. May it always be. 

f 

‘‘NO COST’’ SUGAR PROGRAM 

(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
there is a Dear Colleague circulating 
on Capitol Hill that talks about our no- 
cost sugar subsidy program. I would 
suggest that each of our Congressional 
offices have a little contest, take the 
certified smart young interns that we 
have working for us and have a contest 
in your office. See how long it takes 
them to prove how bogus that claim is. 

How long will it take them to find 
out that there is a $1- to $2 billion cost 
to the taxpayer and the consumer, that 
there are environmental costs for 
cleaning up the Everglades, that this 
program threatens over 500,000 Amer-
ican jobs in the candy industry that 
are being driven to Mexico and Canada 
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because our cost of sugar is two to 
three times the world price. 

Those interns will find that 40 per-
cent of the benefits go to 1 percent of 
the growers, and just two huge compa-
nies in south Florida get $120 million a 
year. 

It is time to make modest adjust-
ments and have a serious discussion 
about how to treat sugar in this assem-
bly. I strongly urge approval of the 
amendment that Mr. FLAKE and I will 
be offering later today. 

f 

AMERICANS NEED NOT APPLY 

(Mr. POE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, imagine a 
place where one can get a job with no 
identification, no references, no experi-
ence. You show up, and after a few 
hours, you walk away with hard cash 
in your pocket. No questions asked. 
You pay no taxes. You pay no Social 
Security. You pay no health coverage, 
and at the end of the day, somebody 
else pays for all of that. 

Welcome to your local day labor cen-
ter funded by American tax dollars. 
Government money to get hoards of 
illegals day labor jobs with the help of 
your wallet. Provide that cheap planta-
tion labor for businesses that exploit 
the law at the expense of real Ameri-
cans. 

But these day laborers don’t always 
work, Mr. Speaker. One in New York 
partied on cocaine and beer then beat, 
raped and murdered a woman after a 
subcontractor hired him to power wash 
her home. That Guatemalan had been 
illegally in the United States for 5 
years. Another example of our govern-
ment’s failure to keep illegals out of 
America but provide them jobs while 
they are here. 

Mr. Speaker, whose side is our gov-
ernment on? Our government should be 
buying into America, not selling out to 
illegals. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

ANNIVERSARY OF H.R. 810, STEM 
CELL RESEARCH ENHANCEMENT 
ACT 

(Ms. DEGETTE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, nearly 1 
year ago today, we witnessed a truly 
historic event on the floor of this 
House: Members of Congress from both 
sides of the aisle joining together to 
put patients first by passing H.R. 810, 
the Stem Cell Research Enhancement 
Act. 

Two months later we were further 
encouraged when the majority leader 
of the other body announced his sup-
port for our bill. At that point, it ap-
peared that the hopes of so many pa-
tients and caregivers would finally be 
realized as this critically important re-
search would obtain the funding nec-
essary to reach its true potential. Un-

fortunately, Mr. Speaker, that is the 
last we heard of this bill; 364 days after 
passage of the bill in the House, the 
other body remains silent. They have 
proceeded to work on numerous other 
bills, including the designation of 46 
post offices, but they have refused to 
put patients first. 

In the meantime, in the last year, 1.5 
million people have been diagnosed 
with diabetes; 55,000 were diagnosed 
with Parkinson’s; and 8,700 with mul-
tiple sclerosis. 

It is time for the other body to put 
patients first and pass H.R. 810. 

f 

NORTH CAROLINA TEACHER OF 
THE YEAR 

(Mr. MCHENRY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to congratulate Diana Beasley, a 
biology teacher at Hickory High 
School in my district, for being named 
North Carolina’s Teacher of the Year. 

A teacher for over two decades, Mrs. 
Beasley is known for bringing passion 
to her job while instilling confidence in 
her students. Mrs. Beasley will spend 
the next year as a teaching ambas-
sador, traveling throughout North 
Carolina and acting as a role model for 
teachers and students alike. 

It has been said, ‘‘Teachers who in-
spire realize there will always be rocks 
in the road ahead of us. There will be 
stumbling blocks or stepping stones; it 
all depends on how we use them.’’ 

Mrs. Beasley is like all great edu-
cators, teaching us more by who she is 
than by what she says. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the great 
work of Mrs. Beasley and the tireless, 
selfless investment she has made to the 
future of my district and to the future 
of North Carolina. 

f 

STEM CELL RESEARCH 
(Mr. CHANDLER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today on behalf of life and on behalf of 
my constituents whose voices are 
weakening because they are losing 
their battles with diseases such as dia-
betes, Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s and 
ALS. 

Just last week, I met with Mary Lou 
Smith of Lexington, Kentucky, who 
struggles daily with her battle against 
Lou Gehrig’s disease. 

Diagnosed in February of 2005, this 
degenerative neurological disease has 
quickly devastated her and her family. 

It is individuals such as Mary Lou 
Smith that exemplify the urgency for 
the Federal Government to act on stem 
cell research. I urge the other body to 
pass H.R. 810, which the House passed 1 
year ago tomorrow. 

Stem cell research has the potential 
to not only improve the quality of life 
of people living with ALS but save the 
lives of individuals all across this 
world. 

DELIVER ECONOMIC 
OPPORTUNITIES TO AMERICANS 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, 3 years ago, I visited the 
White House and witnessed President 
Bush sign several historic tax cuts into 
law. House Minority Leader Nancy 
Pelosi predicted that none of these cuts 
would create jobs, but we have actually 
seen 5.2 million American jobs created 
in only 21⁄2 years. Additionally, our 
country has the lowest average unem-
ployment rate in over four decades. 

By decreasing income taxes, doubling 
the child tax credit, reducing the mar-
riage penalty, and creating new incen-
tives for small businesses, Republicans 
have delivered tremendous economic 
opportunities throughout our country. 

Last week I was proud to visit the 
White House again to watch President 
Bush sign another law to help prevent 
tax increases upon American families. 
While Democrats have proposed to in-
crease taxes by $772 billion, House Re-
publicans will always fight to ensure 
that American families keep more of 
their own hard-earned income. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September 11. 

f 

EXPANSION OF STEM CELL 
RESEARCH 

(Mr. LANGEVIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been 1 year since the historic bipar-
tisan achievement in the House of Rep-
resentatives when we voted overwhelm-
ingly to support stem cell research. 
Yet Americans and others around the 
world have continued to suffer from 
devastating illnesses and disabilities 
while scientific progress has been lim-
ited at home due to restrictive policies. 
Other nations with more progressive 
policies have not let the opportunities 
slip by. 

Let us look at lung disease as one ex-
ample. In the past year, an estimated 
342,000 Americans have died of lung dis-
ease; yet researchers in London have 
coaxed embryonic stem cells to change 
into specialized lung cells, highlighting 
the potential for embryonic stem cells 
to be used in regenerative medicine. 

All this while the United States Sen-
ate has failed to hold a vote on H.R. 810 
and the President has failed to offer 
support for the advancement of this 
science, which holds tremendous poten-
tial not only for lung disease but Par-
kinson’s disease, ALS, and even spinal 
cord injuries and so many others. 

Mr. Speaker, the suffering faced by 
so many Americans dealing with dis-
ease and chronic conditions is shameful 
in the face of such potential treat-
ments and cures. I urge all my col-
leagues in the House to encourage our 
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friends in the Senate to act swiftly to 
pass the Stem Cell Research Enhance-
ment Act. 

f 

NATIONAL GUARD 

(Mr. GINGREY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of border secu-
rity. 

Every day we fail to put a meaning-
ful immigration reform bill on Presi-
dent Bush’s desk is 1 more day illegal 
immigrants will steadily flow across 
our border, seeking the unearned re-
wards of American society. 

I strongly support President Bush’s 
call for temporarily utilizing members 
of our National Guard along the bor-
der. Guardsmen have the training and 
skills needed to support our overbur-
dened Border Patrol, as we continue to 
expand its numbers. 

As they have in the past, National 
Guard units will assist with con-
structing barriers, providing surveil-
lance operations, and analyzing intel-
ligence. All of these functions will help 
secure our border while rightfully leav-
ing law enforcement duties to the U.S. 
Border Patrol. 

Mr. Speaker, the National Guard 
units are a temporary solution to help 
stop the flow of illegal immigrants into 
this Nation. I remain committed to 
legislation that gives our Border Pa-
trol better tools, more personnel and 
the resources they need to secure our 
borders. 

f 

ONE YEAR ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
PASSAGE OF H.R. 810, THE STEM 
CELL RESEARCH ENHANCEMENT 
ACT 

(Mr. CARNAHAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to recognize it has been 1 year since 
this House passed H.R. 810, the Stem 
Cell Research and Enhancement Act, 
and still there is no action by the Sen-
ate. 

Stem cell research holds the promise 
of cures for many diseases. Removing 
the Bush administration’s limits will 
expand research and support the hopes 
of millions of Americans who work 
every day to survive under the burden 
of a life-altering diagnosis. Science, 
not politics, should determine the fu-
ture of this vital research. 

The House passed H.R. 810 with ex-
traordinary bipartisan effort, and most 
believe there is a bipartisan group in 
the Senate of well over 60 votes to pass 
this bill. And still there is no action in 
the Senate. 

We stand here with the tools in our 
hands to ease the pain of so many 
across this country and around the 
world. If we don’t tap into this poten-
tial, we will never know what it can 
yield. To forego potentially lifesaving 

cures is simply immoral. It is time for 
the Senate to act on lifesaving cures. 

f 

b 1015 

MEXICAN PRESIDENT SHOULD 
WORK TO GUARD BORDER 

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
read in the paper this morning that 
Mexican President Vicente Fox is vis-
iting the United States today. I would 
like to encourage him to visit the bor-
der and to understand why we are so 
troubled by what is happening there. 
The reported actions on that border, 
they are not good for his country. They 
are certainly not good for our’s. 

And I hope he does spend some time 
observing the power of freedom and 
capitalism, to make a better life for 
countries which choose to honor these 
values. That power of freedom is a rea-
son people want to come. We ask that 
they come legally and respecting those 
laws and respecting those freedoms. 

I also hope that he will speak to 
those breaking U.S. law, violating the 
security on our border and tell them he 
does not condone what they are doing. 

Mr. Speaker, the Mexican President 
should be working with us to guard our 
borders, not encouraging his nation’s 
citizens to cross our borders illegally. 
We hope he will join us in the fight 
against terrorism. 

f 

SOMETHING IS ROTTEN IN THE 
STATE OF BIG OIL 

(Mr. BISHOP of New York asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, while the Federal Trade Commis-
sion says price gouging isn’t a problem 
at the Nation’s gas pumps, American 
families know there is something rot-
ten in the state of big oil. 

In the face of soaring gas prices that 
have pinched consumers for over a 
year, record breaking profits and nine- 
figure golden parachutes for oil CEOs, 
it is impossible to fathom why the FTC 
didn’t include any meaningful rec-
ommendations about how to deal with 
price spikes or why our leadership in 
Congress hasn’t done a better job deliv-
ering relief to American families ap-
proaching the peak summer months of 
gas consumption. 

One thing is for sure: This rubber 
stamp Republican Congress bears re-
sponsibility for an energy policy that 
makes a priority of handing out bil-
lions worth of tax breaks for an indus-
try that simply doesn’t need it, as one 
CEO testified before the Senate, above 
delivering real relief to consumers. 

When all five FTC Commissioners 
back up their report before the Senate 
Commerce Committee today, it is 
going to be a tough sell to the Amer-

ican people that price gouging really 
isn’t a problem and that what is good 
for the oil companies’ bottom line is 
good for the American families. 

f 

REPUBLICANS HAVE ALREADY 
WORKED TO GAIN BORDER SECU-
RITY 
(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, Democrats 
unveiled their national security agenda 
recently with much fanfare. High on 
their agenda was improving border se-
curity. So how can Democrats improve 
border security? 

Here are some suggestions. First, you 
get a border security bill that address-
es the hiring of illegal immigrants and 
gaining control of our borders. Second, 
you can have a bill that completes the 
mission of the 9/11 Commission rec-
ommendations by implementing com-
mon-sense reforms in order to better 
protect our homeland. 

Now, I am sure many on this side of 
the aisle are asking, didn’t we pass leg-
islation like this? Why, yes we did. 
Back in December 2005, we passed the 
Border Protection Anti-Terrorism and 
Illegal Immigration Control Act, which 
combats the hiring of illegal workers 
and increases penalties for alien smug-
gling. We also passed the Real ID, 
which requires driver’s license appli-
cants to provide proof they are in the 
country legally and closed asylum 
loopholes that the 9/11 Commission 
found had been abused by a number of 
terrorists. 

Mr. Speaker, I guess the Democrats 
left improving border security on their 
list because they didn’t vote for either 
bill. But I say they should check it off. 
House Republicans have already ac-
complished it. 

f 

REPUBLICANS UNDERFUND OUR 
VETERANS 

(Mr. FILNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, as we near 
Memorial Day, it is especially impor-
tant to recognize the dedication of the 
men and women who have served in our 
Armed Forces over the years. Across 
the country on Monday, flags will be 
flown, parades will be held, and many 
Americans will enjoy a day off work. 
However, truly honoring our veterans 
means making sure their needs are met 
every day of the year, not just on one 
day in May. 

Democrats believe strongly in pro-
viding for America’s veterans. That is 
why we introduced the New GI Bill for 
the 21st Century, comprehensive legis-
lation that will strengthen benefits for 
veterans and military retirees, as well 
as the men and women serving our 
country today. 

Unfortunately, our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle do not seem to 
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share this same dedication to fully 
funding veterans programs. In fact, the 
Republicans recently passed a 5-year 
budget that cuts veteran health care 
by $6 billion, even as hundreds of thou-
sands of new veterans return from Iraq 
and Afghanistan in need of VA care. 
They yell ‘‘support our troops, support 
our troops,’’ but these returning men 
and women will have to wait almost a 
year for some appointments. 

Mr. Speaker, the brave men and 
women who risk their lives in our 
Armed Forces deserve more than just 
our respect. They also deserve the 
quality health care we promised them 
when they enlisted. 

f 

TAX RELIEF LEGISLATION PRO-
VIDING RELIEF TO AMERICANS 

(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida asked and was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, Florida once again 
led the Nation in job growth during the 
past year with 261,000 new jobs. To con-
tinue this growth, Mr. Speaker, in 
Florida and the rest of the country, 
this Republican Congress passed a tax 
relief bill which ensures millions of 
American families, small businesses 
and seniors will continue to enjoy re-
lief from budget-busting, economy-kill-
ing tax increases. 

Yet despite our sustained economic 
success and the shrinking deficits, 
Democrat leadership continues to en-
dorse policies that would slam the 
brakes on our economic success and 
our remarkable job growth. Just last 
week, Mr. Speaker, House Democrats, 
like the minority leader and the rank-
ing Democrat member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, voted for a massive 
tax hike on hard-working Americans, 
more than half a trillion dollars in in-
creased taxes over the next 5 years, or 
enough to pay for all the expenditures 
of all the governments of the Western 
Hemisphere combined for an entire 
year. 

The American people, Mr. Speaker, 
want and deserve a fiscally responsive 
government, not the burdensome tax 
burden one that the Democrats con-
tinue to vote for. 

f 

STEM CELL RESEARCH: IT’S TIME 
FOR THE SENATE TO ACT 

(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, today 
marks the one year anniversary of the 
House passage of the Stem Cell Re-
search Enhancement Act. By a vote of 
298–134, the House overwhelmingly ap-
proved the stem cell bill, which would 
expand the Federal Government’s in-
vestment in vital promising research. 

Embryonic stem cells hold the key to 
the treatment of diseases like Parkin-
son’s, Alzheimer’s, ALS and many 

other currently incurable diseases. An 
overwhelming majority of Americans 
support this research. 

This is not a traditional Democrat 
versus Republican issue, it is about a 
right versus a wrong. Yet a year after 
House action, America is still waiting 
on the Senate. 

Two weeks ago, the Senate held its 
‘‘Health Week,’’ a series of votes, but 
the Republican leadership refused to 
take a vote on stem cell research that 
would have saved lives in the area we 
are talking about. Health Week in the 
Senate will be known from now on as 
the ‘‘Hoax Week.’’ 

When the Senate majority leader re-
fused to hold a vote, despite his past 
public support, the majority leader 
showed America his priorities, and I 
am afraid it has little to do with fund-
ing treatments for incurable diseases. 

Mr. Speaker, if the majority leader is 
as committed to stem cell research as 
he says, then it is time for an up or 
down vote on this important research 
that will save many lives, and then the 
Senate will earn the title ‘‘Health 
Week’’ back again. 

f 

RENEWING THE AMERICAN 
DREAM: THE REAL RATIONAL 
MIDDLE GROUND ON IMMIGRA-
TION REFORM 

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, one week 
ago President Bush set out his views on 
immigration reform to the American 
people. He stated, ‘‘There is a rational 
middle ground between granting an 
automatic path to citizenship for every 
illegal immigrant and a program of 
mass deportation.’’ 

I agree with the President that there 
is a rational middle ground that can be 
found between amnesty and mass de-
portation, but amnesty is not that 
middle ground. 

Today at the Heritage Foundation, 
here in Washington, DC, I will unveil 
the real rational middle ground on im-
migration reform. I call it the Border 
Integrity and Immigration Reform Act. 
It sees the solution to this crisis as a 
four-step process. First, secure the bor-
der. The second step is to make the de-
cision once and for all to deny amnesty 
to people whose first act in the United 
States was a violation of the law. 
Third, is to put in place a guest worker 
program without amnesty that will ef-
ficiently provide American employers 
with willing guest workers who come 
into America legally. The final step is 
tough employer sanctions that ensure 
a full partnership between American 
business and the American government 
in the enforcement of our laws on im-
migration. 

There is a real rational middle 
ground on immigration reform, and I 
hope and humbly submit the Border In-
tegrity and Immigration Reform Act 
might just be it. 

WAR WITH IRAN NOT INEVITABLE 

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, war 
with Iran is not inevitable if the U.S. is 
ready to lead the way with honest, pa-
tient negotiations. However, this ad-
ministration seems intent on war with 
Iran. The administration is ignoring 
any diplomatic initiatives which could 
set the stage for talks to end the con-
frontation and the escalation. 

The administration is seeking to iso-
late Iran from the international com-
munity and threatens to punish na-
tions which try to intervene to end the 
crisis. The administration is ratcheting 
up fears in Europe over a first strike 
nuclear capability, which Iran does not 
have. 

Dozens of Members of Congress have 
now signed a letter to the President 
urging the United States to open up 
talks with Iran. Foreign policy experts 
such as Henry Kissinger, Zbigniew 
Brzezinski and Madeleine Albright are 
urging negotiations. 

President Kennedy once said in his 
inaugural, ‘‘We should not negotiate 
out of fear, but we should never fear to 
negotiate.’’ We must make a new be-
ginning and begin talks with Iran. War 
is not inevitable. Peace is inevitable, if 
we are ready to work for it. 

f 

DEMOCRAT PLAN TO ACHIEVE 
ENERGY INDEPENDENCE 

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, when I re-
turn to my home district, where the 
price of regular gas has topped $3 a gal-
lon at many service stations, I hear 
constituents tell me loud and clear 
that they believe that the Republican 
majority in Congress has led this coun-
try in a drastically wrong direction. 

Unfortunately, from the very begin-
ning, the Bush administration has ex-
cluded the concerns of ordinary Ameri-
cans from their energy policy debates. 
In fact, the secretive energy task force, 
headed by Vice President CHENEY, de-
liberated behind closed doors, and, as a 
result, billions of dollars in subsidies 
were provided to big oil interests. 

Last fall, the Republican House rub-
ber stamped an energy bill that even 
President Bush’s own Energy Depart-
ment predicted would raise gas prices. 
Almost 1 year later, the price of gas at 
the pump has skyrocketed. In fact, 
Americans are now paying an incred-
ible 100 percent more for gas than they 
were when President Bush took office. 
Meanwhile, the incomes of middle in-
come families have fallen every year. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that we turn out 
those who have given us this flawed 
policy. 
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REPUBLICAN DO-NOTHING CON-

GRESS REFUSES TO ADDRESS 
RISING GAS PRICES 

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, as of 
today, this House has been in session 
only 36 days this year. We are sched-
uled to meet a total of 93 days. That is 
15 days less than the do-nothing Con-
gress of 1948. How are we supposed to 
address the issues most important to 
all of our fellow countrymen if we are 
hardly ever in session? 

This weekend, millions of Americans 
will take Memorial Day vacations. 
They will be forced to pay hundreds of 
dollars more in travel bills, thanks to 
high prices at the pump. 

For weeks now, House Republicans 
have ignored this very serious eco-
nomic issue. That is, until this week, 
when the House Republicans plan to 
offer their second solution. Their first 
solution a couple years ago was to 
throw billions of dollars at the oil com-
panies. The second solution is drilling 
in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. 

Despite the environment havoc this 
would cause, it will do nothing to lower 
gas prices today. When Republicans 
tout this as a solution, they ignore the 
fact that drilling in ANWR would not 
be possible for another decade and 
would provide only 6 months of oil, in 
any event, for the American consumer. 

Once again this week, the House Re-
publicans plan to do nothing to address 
high prices at the pump. They simply 
refuse to offer any real solutions to our 
energy problems. It is time for a 
change in leadership. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5384, AGRICULTURE, 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2007 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 830 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 830 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5384) making 
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural Devel-
opment, Food and Drug Administration, and 
Related Agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2007, and for other purposes. 
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 

minute rule. Points of order against provi-
sions in the bill for failure to comply with 
clause 2 of rule XXI are waived except for 
sections 749, 751, and 752. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of 
whether the Member offering an amendment 
has caused it to be printed in the portion of 
the Congressional Record designated for that 
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read. 
When the committee rises and reports the 
bill back to the House with a recommenda-
tion that the bill do pass, the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 hour. 

b 1030 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MCGOVERN), pending which I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, House Resolution 830 is an 
open rule providing 1 hour of general 
debate equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against consideration of H.R. 5384, the 
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration and Related 
Agencies Appropriation Act of 2007. 
Under the rules of the House, the bill 
shall be read for amendment by para-
graph. 

House Resolution 830 waives points of 
order provisions in the bill for failure 
to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI 
prohibiting unauthorized appropria-
tions or legislative provisions in an ap-
propriation bill, except as specified in 
the resolution. 

The rule authorizes the Chair to ac-
cord priority in recognition to Mem-
bers who have preprinted their amend-
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
and provides one motion to recommit, 
with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud that yester-
day the House Rules Committee re-
ported by voice vote an open rule for 
consideration of H.R. 5384, the Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2007. 

As with most appropriation bills, the 
Rules Committee has once again af-
forded Members an opportunity to offer 
amendments to this legislation that 
comply with the rules of the House. 
Members of the House may bring forth 
an idea or change they wish to see and 
express their views on how our Nation 
should prioritize its spending. 

Mr. Speaker, the Agriculture Appro-
priations Subcommittee reported out a 
bill that provides important resources 
for the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
and various other agencies. Specifi-
cally, H.R. 5384 makes available nearly 
$95 billion to fund agriculture, rural de-
velopment, drug safety, food nutrition 
programs for the fiscal year 2007. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation provides 
the funding necessary for the programs 
and activities of USDA while at the 
same time maintaining fiscal discipline 
and reflecting our Nation’s priority 
spending needs. 

Mr. Speaker, the USDA carries out 
widely varied responsibilities through 
about 30 separate internal agencies and 
offices staffed by some 100,000 employ-
ees. Important programs covered under 
the agriculture spending bill include 
the food nutrition programs such as 
the Food Stamp Program, the Nutri-
tion Program for Women, Infants and 
Children or WIC, and child nutrition 
programs, farm and foreign agricul-
tural services, certain mandatory con-
servation and trade programs, crop in-
surance, farm loans, foreign food aid 
programs. 

Additionally, it includes natural re-
sources and environmental conserva-
tion programs and food safety and 
rural development activities. The un-
derlying bill provides essential funding 
for agriculture research activities 
which include USDA’s Agriculture Re-
search Service as well as university re-
search and extension programs. 

I have visited, Mr. Speaker, several 
agricultural research centers in central 
Washington, and I am impressed by the 
innovative work being accomplished to 
equip farmers with the tools they need 
to improve the quality and production 
of their agricultural products. 

Agriculture research enables Amer-
ican farmers to reap the benefits of 
science and technology they need to re-
main competitive in an ever-changing 
international marketplace. H.R. 5384 
also provides several programs that 
seek to protect human health and safe-
ty. 

Avian flu pandemic countermeasures 
and monitoring are funded at $80 mil-
lion. The Food Safety and Inspection 
Service is funded at $853 million. The 
Animal Plant and Health Service In-
spection Service activities are funded 
at $904 million, with $90 million going 
to BSE detection and prevention ac-
tivities. 

One program of importance to farm-
ers in my area of central Washington is 
the Department of Agriculture’s Mar-
ket Access Program, which is aimed at 
creating, expanding and maintaining 
foreign markets for U.S. agriculture 
products through consumer pro-
motions, market research and tech-
nical assistance. 

One of the biggest challenges facing 
American agriculture, especially the 
specialty crops, is the need to expand 
overseas markets in the face of often 
subsidized foreign competition. By 
opening foreign markets to American 
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agricultural products and breaking 
down trade barriers, the Market Access 
Programs help local farmers and our 
Nation’s economy, while improving our 
balance of trade and creating jobs. 

I am pleased that the underlying bill 
fully funds the Market Access Pro-
gram, which is particularly important 
for many of the specialty crops that I 
mentioned, including apples, cherries, 
hops, pears, potatoes and wine grapes. 

With a proven track record of suc-
cess, it is clear that this program’s re-
turn on investment is far greater than 
the cost of the Market Access Program 
to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a fiscally respon-
sible bill that will help American farm-
ers and ranchers respond to the chal-
lenges of the global market and provide 
a wholesome food supply for our Na-
tion. I urge my colleagues to join me in 
support of House Resolution 830, and 
the open rule provided by the Rules 
Committee by a voice vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Wash-
ington, my good friend, for yielding me 
the customary 30 minutes, and I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to commend Chairman BONILLA and 
Ranking Member DELAURO for working 
together on this important bill. They 
have taken the President’s inadequate 
budget proposal and made it better. 

Chairman BONILLA and his staff de-
serve to be congratulated for doing the 
right thing with this bill. And Ranking 
Member DELAURO and the Democratic 
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, including Ranking Member 
OBEY, deserve credit for improving the 
chairman’s mark. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take a 
moment to highlight some of the very 
important antihunger programs in this 
bill that make a real difference in the 
lives of millions of people here in the 
United States and around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I am privileged to be a 
cochair of the Congressional Hunger 
Center and of the Hunger Caucus. I 
have seen how important our anti-hun-
ger programs are to low-income Ameri-
cans. I have met families who, through 
no fault of their own, have to rely on 
Federal anti-hunger programs to put 
food on their table. 

In my own district, I am working 
with State and local officials to make 
sure every eligible person in need signs 
up and receives these important bene-
fits so that central Massachusetts and 
southeastern Massachusetts is made up 
of hunger-free communities. 

On the Federal level, we must con-
tinue to fight for critical anti-hunger 
programs. In his budget, the President 
eliminated the Commodity Supple-
mental Food Program, which provides 
food to low-income mothers and chil-
dren under 6 years of age, as well as 

America’s elderly poor. Literally hun-
dreds of thousands of people would 
have been left to fend for themselves if 
this program had been shut down, as 
the President had requested. 

Thankfully, Chairman BONILLA and 
Ranking Member DELAURO not only re-
stored the funding eliminated by Presi-
dent Bush, they also provided an in-
crease of $11 million over last year’s 
level. I believe my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle are thankful that this 
bill includes a $40 million increase for 
the WIC Program over last year’s allo-
cation, or $44 million more than the 
President’s request. 

WIC is one of the most successful do-
mestic maternal and infant health and 
nutrition programs in the history of 
the United States. I am troubled, how-
ever, that funding in this bill for the 
child nutrition programs is below the 
President’s request and that funding 
for the food stamp program is almost 
$3 million less than last year, at a time 
when more and more and more people 
are falling below the poverty line. 

Mr. Speaker, even though I believe 
the funding levels for anti-hunger pro-
grams should be increased even more 
than what this bill was able to provide, 
I am more concerned that the adminis-
tration and Congress continue to lack 
a cohesive anti-hunger, antipoverty 
strategy. 

Mr. Speaker, I know the Agriculture 
Appropriations Act is not the most ap-
propriate bill to establish such a pol-
icy, but it is the vehicle that ulti-
mately funds many of the important 
and most fundamental programs that 
help lift people out of poverty. I believe 
we can end hunger and poverty, if only 
we have the political will to do so. 

I challenge my colleagues in this 
chamber to do more. And it will not 
necessarily cost a great deal more, but 
it will take far better coordination of 
public and private efforts. It will take 
a concerted effort by the Federal Gov-
ernment, and it will take the heart and 
compassion of a great Nation to eradi-
cate poverty and hunger in the United 
States once and for all. 

I believe in the heart of the American 
people. I think we saw that heart after 
Katrina. I think we see that heart 
every time there is a crisis abroad and 
children are in need. 

Mr. Speaker, over the next year, I 
hope we all rise to the occasion and 
commit to this worthy and necessary 
goal. Overall, Mr. Speaker, I believe 
this bill should be commended for re-
storing funding for many of our most 
important domestic hunger and nutri-
tion programs. 

Regrettably, due once again to the 
extreme limits on the Agriculture Ap-
propriations Bill, the same cannot be 
said of international hunger and good 
aid programs. The committee was able 
to maintain last year’s funding levels, 
but so much more is needed. 

The George McGovern-Bob Dole 
International Food for Education Pro-
gram is basically frozen at last year’s 
levels. This was done despite a bipar-

tisan letter from over 100 Members of 
Congress asking that funding for the 
McGovern program be restored to its 
fiscal year 2001 level of $300 million. 

This bill provides only one-third of 
that amount. McGovern-Dole has prov-
en itself time and time again to be one 
of our most effective tools in reducing 
hunger in school-aged children, and in-
creasing attendance and academic per-
formance, especially among girls in 
some of the poorest places in the world. 

I know that the committee supports 
this program. I just hope that the 
chairman and the ranking member will 
find a way in conference negotiations 
to increase the funding for this pro-
gram so that it can reach more chil-
dren in the neediest communities in 
the developing world. 

Mr. Speaker, I also regret that P.L. 
480, title II, food for peace, emergency 
food aid and development programs, 
have also basically been level-funded, 
although I do appreciate that the com-
mittee did find a few additional dollars 
for this program. In fiscal year 2006, 
Congress has ostensibly provided $1.218 
billion for title II, and this bill pro-
vides $1.226 billion for title II. 

Unfortunately, what is hidden by 
these figures is that, for the past 3 
years, the Congress has ended up ap-
propriating about $1.5 billion each year 
so that title II can meet global food 
emergencies. This year is no exception. 
In the fiscal year 2006 emergency sup-
plemental, which is currently awaiting 
House-Senate conference negotiations, 
there is about $350 million in title II 
emergency food aid; $225 million of 
that emergency food aid is for the hu-
manitarian crisis in Darfur. 

If the President had put those funds 
in last year’s regular budget request, 
and Congress had approved and appro-
priated those funds in the regular agri-
culture appropriations bill, then that 
food would be on its way to the people 
of Darfur today. 

Instead, the World Food Programme 
has been forced to cut food rations in 
half for 2.6 million Darfur refugees and 
displaced people. 

Why should we care about this? Well, 
Mr. Speaker, as a Congress, we should 
care because this is deceptive budg-
eting, and poor planning hinders our 
ability to respond to emergencies as 
they arise. But more importantly, 
much more importantly, we should 
care because people are dying from 
lack of food because we do not have the 
funding in hand that we knew ahead of 
time we would need for fiscal year 2006 
and that we should plan now to have in 
hand for fiscal year 2007. 

We know emergencies happen. We 
know we have been appropriating 
about $300 million or more each year 
for the past 3 years in supplemental ap-
propriations bills to meet those needs. 
Let us do the right thing and build 
such funds into our planning process. 

Put those funds in the regular budget 
and include and approve them in the 
regular agriculture appropriations bill. 
Let me be clear, Mr. Speaker. No coun-
try in the world has been as responsive 
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to international food emergencies as 
the United States. 

No other country even comes close to 
our generosity. The United States has 
been and continues to be the leader in 
providing food and humanitarian aid 
for Darfur. It is past time that the rest 
of the world step up to the plate. 

The funds sitting in the fiscal year 
2006 supplemental will not reach the 
President’s desk until June. And there-
fore the food aid itself will not reach 
the people of Darfur until November. If 
USAID had those moneys now up front, 
the ration cuts in Darfur would not be 
happening, period. I appeal to the 
President. I appeal to the appropriators 
and to the leadership of this House, do 
not repeat this mistake in 2007. We 
need to plan ahead. 

Somehow, before this bill comes back 
to us as a conference report, we need to 
find a way to substantially increase 
Title II funding so that we are not rob-
bing food aid from one hungry family 
to feed another simply because we 
failed to provide the necessary funding 
to plan for and to meet global food 
emergencies. 

Mr. Speaker, I know the committee 
cannot do this on its own, which is why 
I make a plea for all of us to work this 
problem out, so that we are not faced 
with such desperate choices next year. 

b 1045 
Mr. Speaker, Chairman BONILLA, 

Ranking Member DELAURO, and their 
colleagues on the committee should be 
commended for their hard work on this 
bill. They have done the best they 
could despite the difficult choices that 
face them in this process. They deserve 
our respect and gratitude. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
6 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the 
ranking Democrat on the Appropria-
tions Committee. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I had originally in-
tended to vote for this bill and for this 
rule; but the action of the Rules Com-
mittee on one item last night has 
changed all of that, at least for me, and 
I would like to alert Members of the 
House as to the reasons why. 

In the farm bill that passed several 
years ago, the expiration date for var-
ious programs wound up not being 
identical; and that meant that the 
dairy program was hugely at a dis-
advantage after the expiration of the 
dairy title of the farm bill. Last year 
the Congress renewed the dairy section 
of the bill that related to the milk pro-
gram, but it contained a budget gim-
mick which ended the dairy program 
one month before the end of the fiscal 
year and one month before the other 
farm programs in that bill. 

As a result, when the next farm pro-
gram is put together next year, dairy 

will be at a huge disadvantage because 
there will be nothing included in the 
budget baseline for dairy. That will not 
only be a problem for dairy farmers; 
that will be a problem for all other 
farmers, because if in the end the Con-
gress decides under those cir-
cumstances to extend the milk pro-
gram, the funding for that will come 
out of the hide of each and every other 
farm program, all because of this 1- 
month gimmick that we tried to cor-
rect in the Appropriations Committee. 

Now, the Appropriations Committee 
adopted an amendment that I offered 
last week which attempted to correct 
that problem by simply extending the 
milk program by 1 month so that it 
would expire at the same time as the 
other programs in the farm bill. But 
now our friends on the authorizing 
committee have insisted that the Rules 
Committee not protect that provision 
from being stricken on a point of order. 
As a result, if such a motion is made 
and upheld by the Chair, it will mean 
that we are going to create the condi-
tions for a billion dollar war between 
farm groups all over this country. That 
could easily be avoided by the $40 mil-
lion provision represented by section 
752 of the appropriations bill that will 
shortly be before us. 

That $40 million correction is fully 
paid for so that at this point there is 
no budget problem associated with 752. 
So I would simply want to alert every 
Member of this House who represents 
dairy farmers that they will be at a 
substantial disadvantage in consid-
ering the farm bill a year and a half 
from now if this section 752 of this bill 
is stricken. 

And I want to alert Members who 
represent other kinds of farmers that 
lest they think this is only a problem 
only affecting dairy farmers, I’m sorry, 
it will affect all farmers because fi-
nancing for whatever dairy program 
that eventually emerges from that au-
thorization bill will come out of reduc-
tions for other farm programs. 

Now, this may not be a big problem 
for persons who have thousand-cow 
dairy herds, but it is a huge problem if 
you represent a district like mine 
where the average herd is 50 or 60 cows. 
The extension to the milk program will 
determine whether or not many of 
those farmers stay in business. And I 
would submit that the House would be 
doing itself a great favor if they could 
prevail upon our friends on the author-
izing committee not to lodge a point of 
order against this provision in this bill. 

There is another provision in this bill 
which affects an extension of the pea-
nut program for storage. It seems to 
me that there are good reasons for ex-
tending both of those programs. So I 
would urge any Member of this House 
who is concerned about being able to 
pass a decent farm bill down the line to 
recognize that if this action takes 
place today, if this action takes place 
today, anyone who votes for the farm 
bill, if this is stricken today, anyone 
who votes for this agriculture appro-

priations bill will be voting to put 
dairy farmers at a huge disadvantage a 
year and a half from now when the re-
authorization is considered and they 
will be inviting a very nasty war be-
tween different commodity groups and 
different regions of the country. 

That is what the milk program 
sought to end 3 years ago when we 
wanted to end all of these regional 
fights on dairy, and I would suggest 
that the House would be ill advised if it 
produces that result by allowing this 
provision to be knocked out on a point 
of order. 

So I will be calling for a roll call on 
the rule to protest the action of the 
Rules Committee, and I will urge Mem-
bers from farm country to vote ‘‘no’’ 
on the rule and ‘‘no’’ on the bill if that 
provision is stricken. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the re-
marks of the distinguished ranking 
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, but we have a long-standing 
tradition in the Rules Committee that 
when the authorizing committee has a 
problem with amendments or policies 
that are put on the Appropriations 
Committee that they feel is under their 
jurisdiction, they ask that that not be 
protected. That was the case here as 
you pointed out in your remarks with 
the peanut program and the milk pro-
gram. 

So as you suggested, if somebody 
from the Agriculture Committee or the 
chairman stands up and asks for a 
point of order then, of course, the 
Chair will have to make his ruling by 
what the rules are. 

I will also say this, and I know that 
the gentleman from Wisconsin has been 
working just because of the nature of 
his committee on a lot of milk pro-
grams, I too have a lot of dairies in my 
district. There has been a gravitation 
towards those dairies in my district. 
When I talk to my dairy farmers, I 
have essentially one message for them 
and that message is at some point, and 
I know this is a very difficult thing to 
do, but at some point the dairy indus-
try in this country has got to try to 
speak with one voice as much as they 
possibly can. I know that is very, very 
difficult. They are cognizant of that. 

When this provision was put in place 
several years ago, there was an at-
tempt to do that. So we will have to 
see. But the Rules Committee has a 
tradition and that is the reason why we 
did not protect that portion of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
just a moment to thank Chairman 
BONILLA and Ranking Member 
DELAURO and members of the com-
mittee for providing funding for the 
Congressional Hunger Center. The Hun-
ger Center is co-chaired by my col-
league Congressman JO ANN EMERSON 
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and myself, and it trains young people 
to be the future leaders of the anti- 
hunger movement. The Congressional 
Hunger Center, I think, is known to 
most Members of this Chamber. It has 
an incredible staff, an excellent staff, 
and does a very good job in raising 
awareness and getting young people in-
volved and getting them to feel pas-
sionate about combating hunger, not 
only here in the United States but 
around the world. I think every Mem-
ber of this Chamber should be proud of 
this center’s work. So I am pleased 
that the committee continues to fund 
this center. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in 
permitting me to speak on this rule. 

I am pleased that under the rule we 
will be able later in the deliberations 
to have a debate, a discussion, on a 
modest amendment to the sugar sub-
sidy program. This is something that 
unfortunately flies under the radar 
screen here in Washington, DC. Any ap-
proach to look at independent ana-
lysts, to look at conservative groups 
like the Cato Institute, to look at envi-
ronmental organizations, all document 
that the sugar subsidy program we 
have provides tremendous cost to the 
taxpayers, billions of dollars. 

It starts by forcing American con-
sumers and the industries that use 
sugar to pay two to three times the 
world market price. It puts at risk over 
500,000 jobs that are still in the United 
States in the confectionery industry. 
We used to have more people at work 
in Hershey, Pennsylvania, in the 
Northeast, in Chicago making candy; 
but these jobs are being driven to Can-
ada, to Mexico and other places be-
cause our price of the raw material, 
sugar, is so much more expensive. 

We find that the sugar cane industry 
particularly is a cause of significant 
pollution in the everglades. This Con-
gress has placed a $7.5 billion down 
payment cleaning up the everglades in 
part because of the significant expan-
sion of cane sugar production because 
it is so heavily subsidized and produces 
a toxic run off of pollution. 

It even drives up cost to the Federal 
Government in other areas you do not 
think about; $90 million that the Fed-
eral Government pays for food, for ex-
ample, for U.S. troops, with added cost 
because of these subsidies. 

This sugar subsidy continues at a 
time when we are cutting programs for 
other farmers for their environmental 
programs at a time when there is no 
help for many farmers, in my State 
that are short-changed row crops, the 
speciality crops, the nursery industry, 
and wine producers. We have an out-of- 
whack, hopelessly expensive, out- 
moded and anti-competitive trade sub-
sidy program that will leave the tax-
payer footing the bill for years to 
come. 

We will have an amendment offered 
later today that will provide for a mod-

est adjustment, downward, so the tax-
payer will not be on the hook for quite 
so much and we can reduce the pres-
sure on American industry that uses 
sugar and American consumers who 
will be paying over a billion dollars a 
year. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN). 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I speak at 
this time in regard to an amendment 
which I understand will be offered later 
concerning the National Animal Identi-
fication System. 

Two Tennessee legislators who also 
happen to represent parts of my dis-
trict, State Representative Frank 
Niceley and my own State Senator Tim 
Burchett, have introduced a bill to pro-
hibit the use of State funds to imple-
ment the program in Tennessee. As 
Representative Niceley told the Knox-
ville News Sentinel: ‘‘I think this thing 
had more to do with selling chips than 
anything else.’’ He said, ‘‘I just get 
tired of business going to Washington 
and selling their business plan up there 
and getting rich off the public.’’ 

The people pushing this are inter-
national and national bureaucrats who 
want more power and control, their 
academic supporters, and especially a 
few agri-giant businesses. Small and 
medium-sized farmers do not want it. 

Ron Freeman, a fifth-generation 
cattleman said, ‘‘NAIS will not prevent 
or control disease. Instead it will allow 
the government and big business to 
control our food supply and intrude 
into the lives of every farmer and 
rancher.’’ 

Judith McGeary, a Texas lawyer, de-
scribed the program as, ‘‘One of the 
most far-reaching acts of surveillance 
of the most wholesome activities of 
U.S. citizens. Children in 4–H with pet 
goats, senior citizens raising food for 
themselves, friends going on trail rides 
would all be forced to endure the 
warrantless government surveillance.’’ 

If this isn’t Big Brother government 
I do not know what is. 

Mr. Speaker, this sure isn’t tradi-
tional conservatism. Costs of new pro-
grams such as this are always low- 
balled on the front end. The president 
of the Australian Cattleman’s Associa-
tion called this program ‘‘the single 
worst thing to ever hit the beef indus-
try in Australia.’’ 

b 1100 

He said they were promised on the 
front end that it would cost only $3 a 
head. The costs are already running $37 
a head counting cost of scanners and 
various indirect costs. 

A farmer in Roane County, Ten-
nessee, Everett Phillips has only eight 
beef cattle, a milk cow, some chickens 
and a few barnyard animals. He told 
the Knoxville News-Sentinel, if you add 
up cost, the inconvenience of Federal 
bureaucracy and privacy concerns, and 
‘‘It is going to hurt the farmer.’’ He 
said he considers selling out and mov-

ing to Argentina. I know that people 
laugh when people make statements 
like this, but this highlights the seri-
ous concern that small farmers have 
about this program. 

If this is still a free country, Mr. 
Speaker, we should at least make this 
program voluntarily instead of manda-
tory. This NAIS program will really 
hurt the smallest of our farmers, the 
very farmers we always claim to be 
helping. 

I urge support if this amendment is 
offered later today to really help the 
small farmer. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I am sure there will be a number of 
amendments offered during the day. I 
just want to call my colleagues’ atten-
tion to one amendment that may be of-
fered by Representative JOHNSON of Il-
linois that I strongly oppose, and I 
would urge all my colleagues to oppose 
it as well. 

This is an amendment that is sup-
posedly an attempt to tackle the obe-
sity problem in this country, but what 
it is, is an amendment that would re-
strict the choice of people who are on 
food stamps. It would basically dictate 
to people on food stamps that they 
could not buy certain things, and this 
is problematic, I think, for a number of 
reasons. 

First, I think the emphasis should be 
on promoting healthier foods in our nu-
trition and not on constant punitive 
measures against poor people. If we 
want to deal with the obesity problem 
in this country, which is a serious 
problem, we should do so thoughtfully, 
and we should do so with considerable 
deliberation to make sure that what we 
are doing is actually solving and tack-
ling the problem. I do not think this 
will do that. 

Secondly, this bill I do not think is 
the appropriate bill for us to make 
these kinds of big changes. There are 
other bills that are more appropriate 
coming down the line, and I hope that 
my colleagues will respect that. But, 
again, rather than limiting choices for 
poor people, we should focus our atten-
tion and put the emphasis on healthier 
foods, like fruits and vegetables, with-
out limiting people’s choices. We 
should focus on nutrition education, 
and we should focus on raising people 
out of poverty instead of constantly 
blaming them and trying to pursue pu-
nitive measures, which I think is not 
only the wrong way to deal with the 
problem but I also think shows kind of 
a lack of respect for people who are 
struggling in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
distinguished gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO), the ranking 
member on this committee. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been a privilege to serve on this sub-
committee and to work on issues of 
such importance, such as rural develop-
ment, nutrition, drug safety and so 
many others, and I have enjoyed work-
ing with Chairman BONILLA in my time 
as ranking member. 
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We have produced a good bill I think, 

but I am disappointed that this rule 
does not allow for consideration of an 
amendment I planned to offer that 
would have increased funding for rural 
development and renewable energy pro-
grams by $500 million. Nor does this 
rule protect language giving the FDA, 
the Food and Drug Administration, the 
much-needed authority to mandate 
post-market drug studies when needed. 

In offering this amendment, I believe 
we could have begun to meet a variety 
of rural development needs, from waste 
and water grants and community facil-
ity grants to funding for broadband ex-
pansion and renewable energy infra-
structure. 

In particular, we could have made a 
strong commitment to renewable en-
ergy by providing meaningful incen-
tives for renewable energy production, 
consumption and infrastructure 
through programs in the farm bill and 
in the energy bill, the Bioenergy Pro-
gram, the Value-Added Agricultural 
Product Market Development Grants, 
the Renewable Energy Systems and 
Energy Efficiency Improvements Pro-
grams, just to name a few. 

But even though we have an extraor-
dinary opportunity to reenergize our 
farm economy at the same time we 
jump start the country’s energy inde-
pendence efforts by getting these new 
technologies out of the labs, onto our 
roads and into our homes and busi-
nesses, our investment in these pro-
grams continues to be tentative. 

Mr. Speaker, with Americans ready 
to declare their energy independence, 
with biofuels on the cusp of revolution-
izing the American economy in the 
very near future, just as they did for 
Brazil in only a few years’ time, we can 
make a statement that the Congress is 
ready to face this challenge. We should 
be tapping the promise that our farms 
hold to reduce our dependence on oil 
and provide a more secure economic fu-
ture for our farmers. 

I am also disappointed that the Rules 
Committee failed to protect language 
approved by the Appropriations Com-
mittee to give the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, the FDA, the much-need-
ed authority to mandate post-market 
drug studies when needed and allow the 
FDA to begin the process of removing 
the drugs in question from the market 
if there are instances of noncompli-
ance. 

The amendment is simple. It would 
require anyone who has the approval of 
the FDA to sell a drug to conduct any 
study or studies on any significant 
safety issue on that product that the 
FDA requests. 

This language addresses one of the 
key issues identified in the recent GAO 
study on post-market studies which 
concluded that, ‘‘the FDA lacks clear 
and effective processes for making de-
cisions about and providing manage-
ment oversight of post-market safety 
issues.’’ The FDA needs this authority 
to ensure that we are not putting lives 
at risk with unsafe drugs that are not 
fully tested. 

Let me quote to you what the GAO 
study said: To improve the decision- 
making process for post-market drug 
safety, the Congress should consider 
expanding FDA’s authority to require 
drug sponsors to conduct post-market 
studies, such as clinical trials and ob-
servation studies, as needed and to col-
lect additional data on the drug safety 
concerns. 

This is an issue that could not have 
come up at a more appropriate time. 
Just yesterday, the New York Times 
reported that the data analysis that 
was completed on Vioxx was done in a 
way that actually minimized the risks 
of the drug. That tells us that even 
when post-market studies are con-
ducted, they cannot be counted on to 
be completely reliable. The language 
stripped by this rule would have con-
stituted one small step toward imple-
menting a better post-market system 
at the FDA and to stop putting at risk 
the lives of the American public and 
make sure that the drugs are safe and 
that they are fully tested and that, 
when we have adverse reactions to 
these drugs, that there is a way in 
which the government can, in fact, 
make sure that these companies do 
what is required to ensure public 
health. 

So, Mr. Speaker, while I do believe 
we have produced a good bill, these are 
two areas in which I am very dis-
appointed because I think we had an 
opportunity to produce an even better 
bill. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I will be calling for a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
the previous question. If the previous 
question is defeated, I will amend the 
rule so that we can consider the 
DeLauro amendment that was rejected 
in Rules Committee last night on a 
straight party-line vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert in the text of the amend-
ment and extraneous materials imme-
diately prior to the vote. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, the 

DeLauro amendment will increase 
funding for alternative energy re-
search, something that is desperately 
needed in our Nation these days. The 
cost of the amendment is fully offset 
by rolling back a mere 1.21 percent, the 
tax cut for Americans making more 
than $1 million annually. 

Mr. Speaker, the energy crisis con-
tinues to get worse and worse in our 
country every day. All you need to do 
is fill up your gas tank or open your 
heating bill to know that the cost of 
fuel is skyrocketing, with no signs of 
letting up anytime soon, if ever. 

We can continue to ignore this crisis 
until the costs are prohibited or our 
supplies run dry, or we can do the re-
sponsible thing and invest in research 
and development of alternative energy 
sources, something that we should 
have been doing a long time ago. 

Our energy needs are growing every 
day in this Nation and in the rest of 
the world as well. We have to find 
other ways to meet those needs. We 
need a substitute for oil and other fos-
sil fuels. There are many promising al-
ternative energy sources out there that 
we need to explore immediately to en-
sure that they are available in the near 
future. The DeLauro amendment will 
help support these efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, in the Rules Committee 
last night, we were told, as we are told 
often, that there is a germaneness 
issue and that thereby they would not 
make this amendment in order, but the 
fact of the matter is that those of us on 
this side of the aisle are trying to actu-
ally solve America’s problems. We are 
trying to propose alternatives and pay 
for them as we go. We are not just pro-
posing ideas and not identifying where 
the money would come from. We are 
actually laying out a plan to make this 
country energy independent, to try to 
deal with the rising costs of gas and of 
oil, and this is the only way we can do 
this. We are constantly denied the op-
portunity to debate and to vote on a 
comprehensive plan or to deal with this 
issue. This is the moment. 

I want to point out to my colleagues 
that a ‘‘no’’ vote will not prevent us 
from considering the agricultural ap-
propriations bill under an open rule, 
but a ‘‘no’’ vote will allow Members to 
vote on the DeLauro amendment. A 
‘‘no’’ vote will allow us to be able to 
support an initiative and a plan to deal 
with this energy crisis, to actually map 
out a strategy to support renewable en-
ergy sources. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the previous question. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I am going to urge my col-
leagues to vote for the previous ques-
tion and for the resolution. I want to 
make two points. 

The gentleman says that one reason 
to vote against the previous question is 
to have a chance to have a say on the 
DeLauro amendment. I would advise 
my colleagues that the DeLauro 
amendment was offered in the full 
committee, notwithstanding the fact 
that it is legislating on an appropria-
tions bill, and even the members of the 
Appropriations Committee rejected the 
DeLauro amendment. 

As I mentioned earlier in my re-
marks, there is a long-standing tradi-
tion that when an authorizing com-
mittee has an objection to a provision 
in an appropriations bill, that provi-
sion is not waived. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, this is a 
good rule. It allows for open debate. It 
is an open rule. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 830—RULE 

FOR H.R. 5384, THE AGRICULTURE, RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT, FOOD & DRUG ADMINISTRA-
TION, AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FY 2007 
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing new sections: 
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SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this resolution, the amendment print-
ed in section 3 shall be in order without 
intervention of any point of order and before 
any other amendment if offered by Rep-
resentative DeLauro of Connecticut or a des-
ignee. The amendment is not subject to 
amendment except for pro forma amend-
ments or to a demand for a division of the 
question in the committee of the whole or in 
the House. 

SEC. 3. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 2 is as follows: 

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 5384, AS REPORTED 
OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO OF CONNECTICUT 
Page 13, line 6, insert after the dollar 

amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$25,000,000)’’. 

Page 36, line 21, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$229,303,000)’’. 

Page 48, line 26, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$12,000,000)’’. 

Page 50, line 6, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$23,000,000)’’. 

Page 51, line 23, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

Page 52, line 7, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$6,697,000)’’. 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), add the following new sections: 

‘‘SEC. ll. In addition to amounts other-
wise provided by this Act, there is hereby ap-
propriated to the Secretary the following 
amounts for the following purposes: 

‘‘(1) For biorefinery grants authorized by 
section 9003 of the Farm Security and Rural 
Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8103), 
$50,000,000. 

‘‘(2) For grants under the energy audit and 
renewable energy development program au-
thorized by section 9005 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
8105), $10,000,000. 

‘‘(3) For payments under the bioenergy 
program authorized by section 9010 of such 
Act (7 U.S.C. 8108), and notwithstanding sub-
section (c)(2) of such section, $120,000,000. 

‘‘(4) For grants under the Biomass Re-
search and Development Initiative author-
ized by section 307 of the Biomass Research 
and Development Act of 2000 (7 U.S.C. 7624), 
$14,000,000. 

‘‘SEC. ll. In the case of taxpayers with 
income in excess of $1,000,000, for the cal-
endar year beginning in 2007, the amount of 
tax reduction resulting from enactment of 
Public Law 107–16, Public Law 108–27, and 
Public Law 108–311 shall be reduced by 1.21 
percent.’’. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 

control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R–Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] has 
no substantive legislative or policy implica-
tions whatsoever.’’ But that is not what they 
have always said. Listen to the Republican 
Leadership Manual on the Legislative Proc-
ess in the United States House of Represent-
atives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s how the 
Republicans describe the previous question 
vote in their own manual: Although it is 
generally not possible to amend the rule be-
cause the majority Member controlling the 
time will not yield for the purpose of offering 
an amendment, the same result may be 
achieved by voting down the previous ques-
tion on the rule . . . When the motion for the 
previous question is defeated, control of the 
time passes to the Member who led the oppo-
sition to ordering the previous question. 
That Member, because he then controls the 
time, may offer an amendment to the rule, 
or yield for the purpose of amendment.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican 
majority’s agenda to offer an alternative 
plan. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 4939, EMERGENCY SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT 
FOR DEFENSE, THE GLOBAL 
WAR ON TERROR, AND HURRI-
CANE RECOVERY, 2006 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-

er, pursuant to clause 1 of rule XXII 

and by direction of the Committee on 
Appropriations, I move to take from 
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 4939) 
making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2006, and for other pur-
poses, with the Senate amendment 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ment, and agree to the conference 
asked by the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: 

Messrs. LEWIS of California, YOUNG of 
Florida, REGULA, ROGERS of Kentucky, 
WOLF, KOLBE, WALSH, TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, HOBSON, BONILLA, KNOLLEN-
BERG, OBEY, MURTHA, SABO, MOLLOHAN, 
OLVER, VISCLOSKY, Mrs. LOWEY, and 
Mr. EDWARDS. 

There was no objection. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

Ordering the previous question on H. 
Res. 830, by the yeas and nays; 

Adoption of H. Res. 830, if ordered; 
Motion to suspend the rules on H.R. 

4681, by the yeas and nays. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5384, AGRICULTURE, 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House 
Resolution 830 on which the yeas and 
nays are ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 213, nays 
194, not voting 25, as follows: 

[Roll No. 179] 

YEAS—213 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 

Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 

Brown-Waite, 
Ginny 

Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 07:25 Nov 16, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H23MY6.REC H23MY6C
C

O
LE

M
A

N
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
71

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3031 May 23, 2006 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hyde 

Inglis (SC) 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 

Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—194 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 

Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 

Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 

McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 

Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 

Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—25 

Brown, Corrine 
Camp (MI) 
Davis (FL) 
Doolittle 
Evans 
Ford 
Gibbons 
Higgins 
Hunter 

Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 
Lewis (GA) 
McCrery 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 

Poe 
Pombo 
Rehberg 
Snyder 
Wexler 
Wicker 
Young (AK) 

b 1140 

Ms. WATSON, Mr. MILLER of North 
Carolina and Mr. COSTA changed their 
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 214, noes 192, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 25, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 180] 

AYES—214 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 

Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Drake 

Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 

Graves 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 

Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 

Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—192 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 

Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 

Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
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Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 

Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 

Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

McHugh 

NOT VOTING—25 

Brown, Corrine 
Camp (MI) 
Davis (FL) 
Doolittle 
Evans 
Ford 
Gibbons 
Higgins 
Hunter 

Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 
Lewis (GA) 
McCrery 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 

Poe 
Pombo 
Rehberg 
Snyder 
Strickland 
Wexler 
Wicker 

b 1149 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

PALESTINIAN ANTI-TERRORISM 
ACT OF 2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 4681, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4681, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 361, nays 37, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 9, not voting 25, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 181] 

YEAS—361 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 

Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 

Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Doyle 
Drake 

Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 

LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—37 

Abercrombie 
Becerra 
Blumenauer 
Capps 
Capuano 
Conyers 

DeFazio 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Gilchrest 

Grijalva 
Hinchey 
Jones (NC) 
Kaptur 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kolbe 

Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lee 
Marshall 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 

McKinney 
Miller, George 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Obey 
Paul 
Price (NC) 

Rahall 
Stark 
Thornberry 
Velázquez 
Watt 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—9 

Carson 
Clay 
Davis (IL) 

Gutierrez 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 

Payne 
Rush 
Watson 

NOT VOTING—25 

Brown, Corrine 
Camp (MI) 
Davis (FL) 
Doolittle 
Evans 
Ford 
Gibbons 
Higgins 
Hunter 

Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 
Lewis (GA) 
McCrery 
Napolitano 
Peterson (PA) 

Pickering 
Poe 
Pombo 
Rehberg 
Ruppersberger 
Snyder 
Wicker 

b 1157 

Mr. PAYNE changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘present.’’ 

So (two-thirds of those voting having 
responded in the affirmative) the rules 
were suspended and the bill, as amend-
ed, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speaker, on 

rollcall No. 181 I was unavoidably detained in 
a meeting with some of my constituents. Had 
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I missed three 
rollcall votes this morning, Tuesday, May 23, 
2006. 

On roll No. 179 regarding the Previous 
Question for the Agricultural, Rural Develop-
ment, FDA and related agencies Appropria-
tions Act, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

On roll No. 180 regarding the Rule for the 
consideration of H.R. 5384—Agricultural, Rural 
Development, FDA and related agencies Ap-
propriations Act (Rules), I would have voted 
‘‘no.’’ 

On roll No. 181 regarding H.R. 4681—Pal-
estinian Anti-Terrorism Act of 2006, I would 
have voted ‘’yea.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Speaker, I was unable to 
vote today on the House floor. I take my re-
sponsibility to vote very seriously. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall 179; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall 180, or 
H. Res. 380, the Rule for consideration of 
H.R. 5384, making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug 
Administration, and Related Agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2007; and 
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall 181, or H.R. 4681, the Pales-
tinian Anti-Terrorism Act. On March 9, 2006 I 
joined 295 of my colleagues in the House in 
support of H.R. 4681. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE TRANSPARENCY 
AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2006 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the Sen-
ate bill (S. 2349) to provide greater 
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transparency in the legislative process, 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-

lows: 
S. 2349 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Table of contents. 
TITLE I—LEGISLATIVE TRANSPARENCY 

AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2006 
Sec. 101. Short title. 
Sec. 102. Out of scope matters in conference 

reports. 
Sec. 103. Earmarks. 
Sec. 104. Availability of conference reports 

on the Internet. 
Sec. 105. Elimination of floor privileges for 

former members, Senate offi-
cers, and Speakers of the House 
who are lobbyists or seek finan-
cial gain. 

Sec. 106. Ban on gifts from lobbyists. 
Sec. 107. Travel restrictions and disclosure. 
Sec. 108. Post employment restrictions. 
Sec. 109. Public disclosure by Members of 

Congress of employment nego-
tiations. 

Sec. 110. Prohibit official contact with 
spouse or immediate family 
member of Member who is a 
registered lobbyist. 

Sec. 111. Influencing hiring decisions. 
Sec. 112. Sense of the Senate that any appli-

cable restrictions on Congres-
sional branch employees should 
apply to the Executive and Ju-
dicial branches. 

Sec. 113. Amounts of COLA adjustments not 
paid to certain Members of Con-
gress. 

Sec. 114. Requirement of notice of intent to 
proceed. 

Sec. 115. Effective date. 
TITLE II—LOBBYING TRANSPARENCY 

AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2006 
Sec. 201. Short title. 
Subtitle A—Enhancing Lobbying Disclosure 

Sec. 211. Quarterly filing of lobbying disclo-
sure reports. 

Sec. 212. Annual report on contributions. 
Sec. 213. Public database of lobbying disclo-

sure information. 
Sec. 214. Disclosure by registered lobbyists 

of all past executive and con-
gressional employment. 

Sec. 215. Disclosure of lobbyist travel and 
payments. 

Sec. 216. Increased penalty for failure to 
comply with lobbying disclo-
sure requirements. 

Sec. 217. Disclosure of lobbying activities by 
certain coalitions and associa-
tions. 

Sec. 218. Disclosure of enforcement for non-
compliance. 

Sec. 219. Electronic filing of lobbying disclo-
sure reports. 

Sec. 220. Disclosure of paid efforts to stimu-
late grassroots lobbying. 

Sec. 221. Electronic filing and public data-
base for lobbyists for foreign 
governments. 

Sec. 222. Effective date. 

Subtitle B—Oversight of Ethics and 
Lobbying 

Sec. 231. Comptroller General audit and an-
nual report. 

Sec. 232. Mandatory Senate ethics training 
for Members and staff. 

Sec. 233. Sense of the Senate regarding self- 
regulation within the lobbying 
community. 

Sec. 234. Annual ethics committees reports. 
Subtitle C—Slowing the Revolving Door 

Sec. 241. Amendments to restrictions on 
former officers, employees, and 
elected officials of the execu-
tive and legislative branches. 

Subtitle D—Ban on Provision of Gifts or 
Travel by Lobbyists in Violation of the 
Rules of Congress 

Sec. 251. Prohibition on provision of gifts or 
travel by registered lobbyists 
to Members of Congress and to 
congressional employees. 

Subtitle E—Commission to Strengthen 
Confidence in Congress Act of 2006 

Sec. 261. Short title. 
Sec. 262. Establishment of Commission. 
Sec. 263. Purposes. 
Sec. 264. Composition of Commission. 
Sec. 265. Functions of Commission. 
Sec. 266. Powers of Commission. 
Sec. 267. Administration. 
Sec. 268. Security clearances for Commis-

sion Members and staff. 
Sec. 269. Commission reports; termination. 
Sec. 270. Funding. 

TITLE I—LEGISLATIVE TRANSPARENCY 
AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2006 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Legislative 

Transparency and Accountability Act of 
2006’’. 
SEC. 102. OUT OF SCOPE MATTERS IN CON-

FERENCE REPORTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—A point of order may be 

made by any Senator against consideration 
of a conference report that includes any mat-
ter not committed to the conferees by either 
House. The point of order shall be made and 
voted on separately for each item in viola-
tion of this section. 

(b) DISPOSITION.—If the point of order 
against a conference report under subsection 
(a) is sustained, then— 

(1) the matter in such conference report 
shall be deemed to have been struck; 

(2) when all other points of order under 
this section have been disposed of— 

(A) the Senate shall proceed to consider 
the question of whether the Senate should 
recede from its amendment to the House bill, 
or its disagreement to the amendment of the 
House, and concur with a further amend-
ment, which further amendment shall con-
sist of only that portion of the conference re-
port not deemed to have been struck; 

(B) the question shall be debatable; and 
(C) no further amendment shall be in 

order; and 
(3) if the Senate agrees to the amendment, 

then the bill and the Senate amendment 
thereto shall be returned to the House for its 
concurrence in the amendment of the Sen-
ate. 

(c) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL.— 
This section may be waived or suspended in 
the Senate only by an affirmative vote of 3⁄5 
of the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An 
affirmative vote of 3⁄5 of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 
SEC. 103. EARMARKS. 

The Standing Rules of the Senate are 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘RULE XLIV 
‘‘EARMARKS 

‘‘1. In this rule— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘earmark’ means a provision 

that specifies the identity of a non-Federal 
entity to receive assistance and the amount 
of the assistance; and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘assistance’ means budget au-
thority, contract authority, loan authority, 
and other expenditures, and tax expenditures 
or other revenue items. 

‘‘2. It shall not be in order to consider any 
Senate bill or Senate amendment or con-
ference report on any bill, including an ap-
propriations bill, a revenue bill, and an au-
thorizing bill, unless a list of— 

‘‘(1) all earmarks in such measure; 
‘‘(2) an identification of the Member or 

Members who proposed the earmark; and 
‘‘(3) an explanation of the essential govern-

mental purpose for the earmark; 
is available along with any joint statement 
of managers associated with the measure to 
all Members and made available on the 
Internet to the general public for at least 48 
hours before its consideration.’’. 
SEC. 104. AVAILABILITY OF CONFERENCE RE-

PORTS ON THE INTERNET. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) AMENDMENT.—Rule XXVIII of all the 

Standing Rules of the Senate is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘7. It shall not be in order to consider a 
conference report unless such report is avail-
able to all Members and made available to 
the general public by means of the Internet 
for at least 48 hours before its consider-
ation.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall 
take effect 60 days after the date of enact-
ment of this title. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 60 
days after the date of enactment of this 
title, the Secretary of the Senate, in con-
sultation with the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Government Printing Of-
fice, and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, shall develop a website capable 
of complying with the requirements of para-
graph 7 of rule XXVIII of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, as added by subsection (a). 
SEC. 105. ELIMINATION OF FLOOR PRIVILEGES 

FOR FORMER MEMBERS, SENATE 
OFFICERS, AND SPEAKERS OF THE 
HOUSE WHO ARE LOBBYISTS OR 
SEEK FINANCIAL GAIN. 

Rule XXIII of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate is amended by— 

(1) inserting ‘‘1.’’ before ‘‘Other’’; 
(2) inserting after ‘‘Ex-Senators and Sen-

ators elect’’ the following: ‘‘, except as pro-
vided in paragraph 2’’; 

(3) inserting after ‘‘Ex-Secretaries and ex- 
Sergeants at Arms of the Senate’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, except as provided in paragraph 
2’’; 

(4) inserting after ‘‘Ex-Speakers of the 
House of Representatives’’ the following: ‘‘, 
except as provided in paragraph 2’’; and 

(5) adding at the end the following: 
‘‘2. (a) The floor privilege provided in para-

graph 1 shall not apply to an individual cov-
ered by this paragraph who is— 

‘‘(1) a registered lobbyist or agent of a for-
eign principal; or 

‘‘(2) is in the employ of or represents any 
party or organization for the purpose of in-
fluencing, directly, or indirectly, the pas-
sage, defeat, or amendment of any legisla-
tive proposal. 

‘‘(b) The Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration may promulgate regulations to allow 
individuals covered by this paragraph floor 
privileges for ceremonial functions and 
events designated by the Majority Leader 
and the Minority Leader.’’. 
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SEC. 106. BAN ON GIFTS FROM LOBBYISTS. 

Paragraph 1(a)(2) of rule XXXV of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate is amended 
by— 

(1) inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(2)’’; and 
(2) adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) This clause shall not apply to a gift 

from a registered lobbyist or an agent of a 
foreign principal.’’. 
SEC. 107. TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS AND DISCLO-

SURE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph 2 of rule 

XXXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(f)(1) Before a Member, officer, or em-
ployee may accept transportation or lodging 
otherwise permissible under this paragraph 
from any person, other than a governmental 
entity, such Member, officer, or employee 
shall— 

‘‘(A) obtain a written certification from 
such person (and provide a copy of such cer-
tification to the Select Committee on Eth-
ics) that— 

‘‘(i) the trip was not financed in whole, or 
in part, by a registered lobbyist or foreign 
agent; 

‘‘(ii) the person did not accept, directly or 
indirectly, funds from a registered lobbyist 
or foreign agent specifically earmarked for 
the purpose of financing the travel expenses; 

‘‘(iii) the trip was not planned, organized, 
or arranged by or at the request of a reg-
istered lobbyist or foreign agent; and 

‘‘(iv) registered lobbyists will not partici-
pate in or attend the trip; 

‘‘(B) provide the Select Committee on Eth-
ics (in the case of an employee, from the su-
pervising Member or officer), in writing— 

‘‘(i) a detailed itinerary of the trip; and 
‘‘(ii) a determination that the trip— 
‘‘(I) is primarily educational (either for the 

invited person or for the organization spon-
soring the trip); 

‘‘(II) is consistent with the official duties 
of the Member, officer, or employee; 

‘‘(III) does not create an appearance of use 
of public office for private gain; and 

‘‘(iii) has a minimal or no recreational 
component; and 

‘‘(C) obtain written approval of the trip 
from the Select Committee on Ethics. 

‘‘(2) Not later than 30 days after comple-
tion of travel, approved under this subpara-
graph, the Member, officer, or employee 
shall file with the Select Committee on Eth-
ics and the Secretary of the Senate a de-
scription of meetings and events attended 
during such travel and the names of any reg-
istered lobbyist who accompanied the Mem-
ber, officer, or employee during the travel, 
except when disclosure of such information 
is deemed by the Member or supervisor under 
whose direct supervision the employee is em-
ployed to jeopardize the safety of an indi-
vidual or adversely affect national security. 
Such information shall also be posted on the 
Member’s official website not later than 30 
days after the completion of the travel, ex-
cept when disclosure of such information is 
deemed by the Member to jeopardize the 
safety of an individual or adversely affect 
national security.’’. 

(b) DISCLOSURE OF NONCOMMERCIAL AIR 
TRAVEL.— 

(1) RULES.—Paragraph 2 of rule XXXV of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, as amend-
ed by subsection (a), is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(g) A Member, officer, or employee of the 
Senate shall— 

‘‘(1) disclose a flight on an aircraft that is 
not licensed by the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration to operate for compensation or 
hire, excluding a flight on an aircraft owned, 
operated, or leased by a governmental enti-
ty, taken in connection with the duties of 
the Member, officer, or employee as an of-
ficeholder or Senate officer or employee; and 

‘‘(2) with respect to the flight, file a report 
with the Secretary of the Senate, including 
the date, destination, and owner or lessee of 
the aircraft, the purpose of the trip, and the 
persons on the trip, except for any person 
flying the aircraft.’’. 

(2) FECA.—Section 304(b) of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
434(b)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (7); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (8) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) in the case of a principal campaign 

committee of a candidate (other than a can-
didate for election to the office of President 
or Vice President), any flight taken by the 
candidate (other than a flight designated to 
transport the President, Vice President, or a 
candidate for election to the office of Presi-
dent or Vice President) during the reporting 
period on an aircraft that is not licensed by 
the Federal Aviation Administration to op-
erate for compensation or hire, together 
with the following information: 

‘‘(A) The date of the flight. 
‘‘(B) The destination of the flight. 
‘‘(C) The owner or lessee of the aircraft. 
‘‘(D) The purpose of the flight. 
‘‘(E) The persons on the flight, except for 

any person flying the aircraft.’’. 
(c) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Paragraph 2(e) 

of rule XXXV of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(e) The Secretary of the Senate shall 
make available to the public all disclosures 
filed pursuant to subparagraphs (f) and (g) as 
soon as possible after they are received and 
such matters shall be posted on the Mem-
ber’s official website but no later than 30 
days after the trip or flight.’’. 
SEC. 108. POST EMPLOYMENT RESTRICTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph 9 of rule 
XXXVII of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
is amended by— 

(1) designating the first sentence as sub-
paragraph (a); 

(2) designating the second sentence as sub-
paragraph (b); and 

(3) adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) If an employee on the staff of a Mem-

ber or on the staff of a committee whose rate 
of pay is equal to or greater than 75 percent 
of the rate of pay of a Member and employed 
at such rate for more than 60 days in a cal-
endar year, upon leaving that position, be-
comes a registered lobbyist under the Lob-
bying Disclosure Act of 1995, or is employed 
or retained by such a registered lobbyist for 
the purpose of influencing legislation, such 
employee may not lobby any Member, offi-
cer, or employee of the Senate for a period of 
1 year after leaving that position.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
take effect 60 days after the date of enact-
ment of this title. 
SEC. 109. PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BY MEMBERS OF 

CONGRESS OF EMPLOYMENT NEGO-
TIATIONS. 

Rule XXXVII of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘14. A Member shall not directly negotiate 
or have any arrangement concerning pro-
spective private employment until after the 
election for his or her successor has been 
held, unless such Member files a statement 
with the Secretary of the Senate, for public 
disclosure, regarding such negotiations or 
arrangements within 3 business days after 
the commencement of such negotiation or 
arrangement, including the name of the pri-
vate entity or entities involved in such nego-
tiations or arrangements, the date such ne-
gotiations or arrangements commenced, and 
must be signed by the Member.’’. 

SEC. 110. PROHIBIT OFFICIAL CONTACT WITH 
SPOUSE OR IMMEDIATE FAMILY 
MEMBER OF MEMBER WHO IS A REG-
ISTERED LOBBYIST. 

Rule XXXVII of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate is amended by— 

(1) redesignating paragraphs 10 through 12 
as paragraphs 11 through 13, respectively; 
and 

(2) inserting after paragraph 9, the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘10. (a) If a Member’s spouse or immediate 
family member is a registered lobbyist under 
the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995, or is 
employed or retained by such a registered 
lobbyist for the purpose of influencing legis-
lation, the Member shall prohibit all staff 
employed by that Member (including staff in 
personal, committee and leadership offices) 
from having any official contact with the 
Member’s spouse or immediate family mem-
ber. 

‘‘(b) In this paragraph, the term ‘imme-
diate family member’ means the son, daugh-
ter, stepson, stepdaughter, son-in-law, 
daughter-in-law, mother, father, stepmother, 
stepfather, mother-in-law, father-in-law, 
brother, sister, stepbrother, or stepsister of 
the Member.’’. 
SEC. 111. INFLUENCING HIRING DECISIONS. 

Rule XLIII of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘6. No Member shall, with the intent to in-
fluence on the basis of partisan political af-
filiation an employment decision or employ-
ment practice of any private entity— 

‘‘(1) take or withhold, or offer or threaten 
to take or withhold, an official act; or 

‘‘(2) influence, or offer or threaten to influ-
ence the official act of another.’’. 
SEC. 112. SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT ANY AP-

PLICABLE RESTRICTIONS ON CON-
GRESSIONAL BRANCH EMPLOYEES 
SHOULD APPLY TO THE EXECUTIVE 
AND JUDICIAL BRANCHES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that any appli-
cable restrictions on Congressional branch 
employees in this title should apply to the 
Executive and Judicial branches. 
SEC. 113. AMOUNTS OF COLA ADJUSTMENTS NOT 

PAID TO CERTAIN MEMBERS OF 
CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any adjustment under 
section 601(a) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 31) (relating to the 
cost of living adjustments for Members of 
Congress) shall not be paid to any Member of 
Congress who voted for any amendment (or 
against the tabling of any amendment) that 
provided that such adjustment would not be 
made. 

(b) DEPOSIT IN TREASURY.—Any amount 
not paid to a Member of Congress under sub-
section (a) shall be transmitted to the Treas-
ury for deposit in the appropriations account 
under the subheading ‘‘MEDICAL SERVICES’’ 
under the heading ‘‘VETERANS HEALTH AD-
MINISTRATION’’. 

(c) ADMINISTRATION.—The salary of any 
Member of Congress to whom subsection (a) 
applies shall be deemed to be the salary in 
effect after the application of that sub-
section, except that for purposes of deter-
mining any benefit (including any retire-
ment or insurance benefit), the salary of 
that Member of Congress shall be deemed to 
be the salary that Member of Congress would 
have received, but for that subsection. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
take effect on the first day of the first appli-
cable pay period beginning on or after Feb-
ruary 1, 2007. 
SEC. 114. REQUIREMENT OF NOTICE OF INTENT 

TO PROCEED. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The majority and minor-

ity leaders of the Senate or their designees 
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shall recognize a notice of intent of a Sen-
ator who is a member of their caucus to ob-
ject to proceeding to a measure or matter 
only if the Senator— 

(1) submits the notice of intent in writing 
to the appropriate leader or their designee; 
and 

(2) within 3 session days after the submis-
sion under paragraph (1), submits for inclu-
sion in the Congressional Record and in the 
applicable calendar section described in sub-
section (b) the following notice: 

‘‘I, Senator ll, intend to object to pro-
ceeding to ll, dated ll.’’. 

(b) CALENDAR.—The Secretary of the Sen-
ate shall establish for both the Senate Cal-
endar of Business and the Senate Executive 
Calendar a separate section entitled ‘‘No-
tices of Intent to Object to Proceeding’’. 
Each section shall include the name of each 
Senator filing a notice under subsection 
(a)(2), the measure or matter covered by the 
calendar that the Senator objects to, and the 
date the objection was filed. 

(c) REMOVAL.—A Senator may have an 
item with respect to the Senator removed 
from a calendar to which it was added under 
subsection (b) by submitting for inclusion in 
the Congressional Record the following no-
tice: 

‘‘I, Senator ll, do not object to pro-
ceeding to ll, dated ll.’’. 
SEC. 115. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this title, 
this title shall take effect on the date of en-
actment of this title. 
TITLE II—LOBBYING TRANSPARENCY AND 

ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2006 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Legislative 
Transparency and Accountability Act of 
2006’’. 
Subtitle A—Enhancing Lobbying Disclosure 

SEC. 211. QUARTERLY FILING OF LOBBYING DIS-
CLOSURE REPORTS. 

(a) QUARTERLY FILING REQUIRED.—Section 
5 of the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 (in 
this title referred to as the ‘‘Act’’) (2 U.S.C. 
1604) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 

‘‘Semiannual’’ and inserting ‘‘Quarterly’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘the semiannual period’’ 

and all that follows through ‘‘July of each 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘the quarterly period be-
ginning on the 20th day of January, April, 
July, and October of each year or on the first 
business day after the 20th day if that day is 
not a business day’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘such semiannual period’’ 
and inserting ‘‘such quarterly period’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking ‘‘semiannual report’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘quarterly report’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘semi-
annual filing period’’ and inserting ‘‘quar-
terly period’’; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘semi-
annual period’’ and inserting ‘‘quarterly pe-
riod’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘semi-
annual filing period’’ and inserting ‘‘quar-
terly period’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) DEFINITION.—Section 3(10) of the Act (2 

U.S.C. 1602) is amended by striking ‘‘six 
month period’’ and inserting ‘‘three-month 
period’’. 

(2) REGISTRATION.—Section 4 of the Act (2 
U.S.C. 1603) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(3)(A), by striking 
‘‘semiannual period’’ and inserting ‘‘quar-
terly period’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b)(3)(A), by striking 
‘‘semiannual period’’ and inserting ‘‘quar-
terly period’’. 

(3) ENFORCEMENT.—Section 6(a)(6) of the 
Act (2 U.S.C. 1605(6)) is amended by striking 
‘‘semiannual period’’ and inserting ‘‘quar-
terly period’’. 

(4) ESTIMATES.—Section 15 of the Act (2 
U.S.C. 1610) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘semi-
annual period’’ and inserting ‘‘quarterly pe-
riod’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘semi-
annual period’’ and inserting ‘‘quarterly pe-
riod’’. 

(5) DOLLAR AMOUNTS.— 
(A) REGISTRATION.—Section 4 of the Act (2 

U.S.C. 1603) is amended— 
(i) in subsection (a)(3)(A)(i), by striking 

‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,500’’; 
(ii) in subsection (a)(3)(A)(ii), by striking 

‘‘$20,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$10,000’’; 
(iii) in subsection (b)(3)(A), by striking 

‘‘$10,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$5,000’’; and 
(iv) in subsection (b)(4), by striking 

‘‘$10,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$5,000’’. 
(B) REPORTS.—Section 5 of the Act (2 

U.S.C. 1604) is amended— 
(i) in subsection (c)(1), by striking 

‘‘$10,000’’ and ‘‘$20,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$5,000’’ 
and ‘‘$10,000’’, respectively; and 

(ii) in subsection (c)(2), by striking 
‘‘$10,000’’ both places such term appears and 
inserting ‘‘$5,000’’. 
SEC. 212. ANNUAL REPORT ON CONTRIBUTIONS. 

Section 5 of the Act (2 U.S.C. 1604) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(d) ANNUAL REPORT ON CONTRIBUTIONS.— 
Not later than 45 days after the end of the 
quarterly period beginning on the first day 
of October of each year referred to in sub-
section (a), a lobbyist registered under sec-
tion 4(a)(1), or an employee who is a lobbyist 
of an organization registered under section 
4(a)(2), shall file a report with the Secretary 
of the Senate and the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives containing— 

‘‘(1) the name of the lobbyist; 
‘‘(2) the employer of the lobbyist; 
‘‘(3) the name of each Federal candidate or 

officeholder, leadership PAC, or political 
party committee, to whom a contribution 
equal to or exceeding $200 was made within 
the past year, and the date and amount of 
such contribution; and 

‘‘(4) the name of each Federal candidate or 
officeholder, leadership PAC, or political 
party committee for whom a fundraising 
event was hosted, co-hosted, or otherwise 
sponsored, within the past year, and the date 
and location of the event.’’. 
SEC. 213. PUBLIC DATABASE OF LOBBYING DIS-

CLOSURE INFORMATION. 
(a) DATABASE REQUIRED.—Section 6 of the 

Act (2 U.S.C. 1605) is amended— 
(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) maintain, and make available to the 

public over the Internet, without a fee or 
other access charge, in a searchable, sort-
able, and downloadable manner, an elec-
tronic database that— 

‘‘(A) includes the information contained in 
registrations and reports filed under this 
Act; 

‘‘(B) directly links the information it con-
tains to the information disclosed in reports 
filed with the Federal Election Commission 
under section 304 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434); and 

‘‘(C) is searchable and sortable, at a min-
imum, by each of the categories of informa-
tion described in section 4(b) or 5(b).’’. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF REPORTS.—Section 
6(a)(4) of the Act is amended by inserting be-
fore the semicolon the following: ‘‘and, in 
the case of a report filed in electronic form 

under section 5(e), shall make such report 
available for public inspection over the 
Internet not more than 48 hours after the re-
port is filed’’. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out para-
graph (9) of section 6(a) of the Act, as added 
by subsection (a). 
SEC. 214. DISCLOSURE BY REGISTERED LOBBY-

ISTS OF ALL PAST EXECUTIVE AND 
CONGRESSIONAL EMPLOYMENT. 

Section 4(b)(6) of the Act (2 U.S.C. 1603) is 
amended by striking ‘‘or a covered legisla-
tive branch official’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘as a lobbyist on behalf of the cli-
ent,’’ and inserting ‘‘or a covered legislative 
branch official,’’. 
SEC. 215. DISCLOSURE OF LOBBYIST TRAVEL AND 

PAYMENTS. 
Section 5(b) of the Act (2 U.S.C. 1604(b)) is 

amended— 
(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

after the semicolon; 
(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 

and inserting a semicolon; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) the name of each covered legislative 

branch official or covered executive branch 
official for whom the registrant provided, or 
directed or arranged to be provided, or the 
employee listed as a lobbyist directed or ar-
ranged to be provided, any payment or reim-
bursements for travel and related expenses 
in connection with the duties of such covered 
official, including for each such official— 

‘‘(A) an itemization of the payments or re-
imbursements provided to finance the travel 
and related expenses and to whom the pay-
ments or reimbursements were made, includ-
ing any payment or reimbursement made 
with the express or implied understanding or 
agreement that such funds will be used for 
travel and related expenses; 

‘‘(B) the purpose and final itinerary of the 
trip, including a description of all meetings, 
tours, events, and outings attended; 

‘‘(C) the names of any registrant or indi-
vidual employed by the registrant who trav-
eled on any such trip; 

‘‘(D) the identity of the listed sponsor or 
sponsors of travel; and 

‘‘(E) the identity of any person or entity, 
other than the listed sponsor or sponsors of 
the travel, which directly or indirectly pro-
vided for payment of travel and related ex-
penses at the request or suggestion of the 
registrant or the employee; 

‘‘(6) the date, recipient, and amount of 
funds contributed or disbursed by, or ar-
ranged by, a registrant or employee listed as 
a lobbyist— 

‘‘(A) to pay the costs of an event to honor 
or recognize a covered legislative branch of-
ficial or covered executive branch official; 

‘‘(B) to, or on behalf of, an entity that is 
named for a covered legislative branch offi-
cial or covered executive branch official, or 
to a person or entity in recognition of such 
official; 

‘‘(C) to an entity established, financed, 
maintained, or controlled by a covered legis-
lative branch official or covered executive 
branch official, or an entity designated by 
such official; or 

‘‘(D) to pay the costs of a meeting, retreat, 
conference or other similar event held by, or 
for the benefit of, 1 or more covered legisla-
tive branch officials or covered executive 
branch officials; 
except that this paragraph shall not apply to 
any payment or reimbursement made from 
funds required to be reported under section 
304 of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 
1971 (2 U.S.C. 434); and 

‘‘(7) the date, recipient, and amount of any 
gift (that under the rules of the House of 
Representatives or Senate counts towards 
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the one hundred dollar cumulative annual 
limit described in such rules) valued in ex-
cess of $20 given by a registrant or employee 
listed as a lobbyist to a covered legislative 
branch official or covered executive branch 
official; 

‘‘(8) for each client, immediately after list-
ing the client, an identification of whether 
the client is a public entity, including a 
State or local government or a department, 
agency, special purpose district, or other in-
strumentality controlled by a State or local 
government, or a private entity. 
For purposes of paragraph (7), the term ‘gift’ 
means a gratuity, favor, discount, entertain-
ment, hospitality, loan, forbearance, or 
other item having monetary value. The term 
includes gifts of services, training, transpor-
tation, lodging, and meals, whether provided 
in kind, by purchase of a ticket, payment in 
advance, or reimbursement after the expense 
has been incurred. Information required by 
paragraph (5) shall be disclosed as provided 
in this Act not later than 30 days after the 
travel.’’. 
SEC. 216. INCREASED PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO 

COMPLY WITH LOBBYING DISCLO-
SURE REQUIREMENTS. 

Section 7 of the Act (2 U.S.C. 1606) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$50,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$100,000’’. 
SEC. 217. DISCLOSURE OF LOBBYING ACTIVITIES 

BY CERTAIN COALITIONS AND ASSO-
CIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4(b)(3)(B) of the 
Act (2 U.S.C. 1603(b)(3)(B)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(B) participates in a substantial way in 
the planning, supervision or control of such 
lobbying activities;’’. 

(b) NO DONOR OR MEMBERSHIP LIST DISCLO-
SURE.—Section 4(b) of the Act (2 U.S.C. 
1603(b)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘No disclosure is required under paragraph 
(3)(B) if it is publicly available knowledge 
that the organization that would be identi-
fied is affiliated with the client or has been 
publicly disclosed to have provided funding 
to the client, unless the organization in 
whole or in major part plans, supervises or 
controls such lobbying activities. Nothing in 
paragraph (3)(B) shall be construed to re-
quire the disclosure of any information 
about individuals who are members of, or do-
nors to, an entity treated as a client by this 
Act or an organization identified under that 
paragraph.’’. 
SEC. 218. DISCLOSURE OF ENFORCEMENT FOR 

NONCOMPLIANCE. 
Section 6 of the Act (2 U.S.C. 1605) is 

amended— 
(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ before ‘‘The Sec-

retary of the Senate’’; 
(2) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(3) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 
(4) after paragraph (9), by inserting the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(10) provide to the Committee on Home-

land Security and Governmental Affairs of 
the Senate and the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform of the House of Representa-
tives the aggregate number of lobbyists and 
lobbying firms, separately accounted, re-
ferred to the United States Attorney for the 
District of Columbia for noncompliance as 
required by paragraph (8) on a semi-annual 
basis’’; and 

(5) by inserting at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) ENFORCEMENT REPORT.—The United 

States Attorney for the District of Columbia 
shall report to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs and the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the Senate 
and the Committee on Government Reform 
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the 

House of Representatives on a semi-annual 
basis the aggregate number of enforcement 
actions taken by the Attorney’s office under 
this Act and the amount of fines, if any, by 
case, except that such report shall not in-
clude the names of individuals or personally 
identifiable information.’’. 
SEC. 219. ELECTRONIC FILING OF LOBBYING DIS-

CLOSURE REPORTS. 
Section 5 of the Act (2 U.S.C. 1604) is 

amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(e) ELECTRONIC FILING REQUIRED.—A re-

port required to be filed under this section 
shall be filed in electronic form, in addition 
to any other form. The Secretary of the Sen-
ate and the Clerk of the House of Represent-
atives shall use the same electronic software 
for receipt and recording of filings under this 
Act.’’. 
SEC. 220. DISCLOSURE OF PAID EFFORTS TO 

STIMULATE GRASSROOTS LOB-
BYING. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 3 of the Act (2 
U.S.C. 1602) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7), by adding at the end of 
the following: ‘‘Lobbying activities include 
paid efforts to stimulate grassroots lobbying, 
but do not include grassroots lobbying.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end of the following: 
‘‘(17) GRASSROOTS LOBBYING.—The term 

‘grassroots lobbying’ means the voluntary 
efforts of members of the general public to 
communicate their own views on an issue to 
Federal officials or to encourage other mem-
bers of the general public to do the same. 

‘‘(18) PAID EFFORTS TO STIMULATE GRASS-
ROOTS LOBBYING.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘paid efforts to 
stimulate grassroots lobbying’ means any 
paid attempt in support of lobbying contacts 
on behalf of a client to influence the general 
public or segments thereof to contact one or 
more covered legislative or executive branch 
officials (or Congress as a whole) to urge 
such officials (or Congress) to take specific 
action with respect to a matter described in 
section 3(8)(A), except that such term does 
not include any communications by an enti-
ty directed to its members, employees, offi-
cers, or shareholders. 

‘‘(B) PAID ATTEMPT TO INFLUENCE THE GEN-
ERAL PUBLIC OR SEGMENTS THEREOF.—The 
term ‘paid attempt to influence the general 
public or segments thereof’ does not include 
an attempt to influence directed at less than 
500 members of the general public. 

‘‘(C) REGISTRANT.—For purposes of this 
paragraph, a person or entity is a member of 
a registrant if the person or entity— 

‘‘(i) pays dues or makes a contribution of 
more than a nominal amount to the entity; 

‘‘(ii) makes a contribution of more than a 
nominal amount of time to the entity; 

‘‘(iii) is entitled to participate in the gov-
ernance of the entity; 

‘‘(iv) is 1 of a limited number of honorary 
or life members of the entity; or 

‘‘(v) is an employee, officer, director or 
member of the entity. 

‘‘(19) GRASSROOTS LOBBYING FIRM.—The 
term ‘grassroots lobbying firm’ means a per-
son or entity that— 

‘‘(A) is retained by 1 or more clients to en-
gage in paid efforts to stimulate grassroots 
lobbying on behalf of such clients; and 

‘‘(B) receives income of, or spends or agrees 
to spend, an aggregate of $25,000 or more for 
such efforts in any quarterly period.’’. 

(b) REGISTRATION.—Section 4(a) of the Act 
(2 U.S.C. 1603(a)) is amended— 

(1) in the flush matter at the end of para-
graph (3)(A), by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘For purposes of clauses (i) and (ii), 
the term ‘lobbying activities’ shall not in-
clude paid efforts to stimulate grassroots 
lobbying.’’; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(4) FILING BY GRASSROOTS LOBBYING 
FIRMS.—Not later than 45 days after a grass-
roots lobbying firm first is retained by a cli-
ent to engage in paid efforts to stimulate 
grassroots lobbying, such grassroots lob-
bying firm shall register with the Secretary 
of the Senate and the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives.’’. 

(c) SEPARATE ITEMIZATION OF PAID EFFORTS 
TO STIMULATE GRASSROOTS LOBBYING.—Sec-
tion 5(b) of the Act (2 U.S.C. 1604(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by— 
(A) inserting after ‘‘total amount of all in-

come’’ the following: ‘‘(including a separate 
good faith estimate of the total amount of 
income relating specifically to paid efforts 
to stimulate grassroots lobbying and, within 
that amount, a good faith estimate of the 
total amount specifically relating to paid ad-
vertising)’’; and 

(B) inserting ‘‘or a grassroots lobbying 
firm’’ after ‘‘lobbying firm’’; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by inserting after 
‘‘total expenses’’ the following: ‘‘(including a 
good faith estimate of the total amount of 
expenses relating specifically to paid efforts 
to stimulate grassroots lobbying and, within 
that total amount, a good faith estimate of 
the total amount specifically relating to 
paid advertising)’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘Subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph 

(2) shall not apply with respect to reports re-
lating to paid efforts to stimulate grassroots 
lobbying activities.’’. 

(d) GOOD FAITH ESTIMATES AND DE MINIMIS 
RULES FOR PAID EFFORTS TO STIMULATE 
GRASSROOTS LOBBYING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 5(c) of the Act (2 
U.S.C. 1604(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) ESTIMATES OF INCOME OR EXPENSES.— 
For purposes of this section, the following 
shall apply: 

‘‘(1) Estimates of income or expenses shall 
be made as follows: 

‘‘(A) Estimates of amounts in excess of 
$10,0000 shall be rounded to the nearest 
$20,000. 

‘‘(B) In the event income or expenses do 
not exceed $10,000, the registrant shall in-
clude a statement that income or expenses 
totaled less than $10,000 for the reporting pe-
riod. 

‘‘(2) Estimates of income or expenses relat-
ing specifically to paid efforts to stimulate 
grassroots lobbying shall be made as follows: 

‘‘(A) Estimates of amounts in excess of 
$25,000 shall be rounded to the nearest 
$20,000. 

‘‘(B) In the event income or expenses do 
not exceed $25,000, the registrant shall in-
clude a statement that income or expenses 
totaled less than $25,000 for the reporting pe-
riod.’’. 

(2) TAX REPORTING.—Section 15 of the Act 
(2 U.S.C. 1610) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ after 

the semicolon; 
(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) in lieu of using the definition of paid 

efforts to stimulate grassroots lobbying in 
section 3(18), consider as paid efforts to stim-
ulate grassroots lobbying only those activi-
ties that are grassroots expenditures as de-
fined in section 4911(c)(3) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986.’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ after 

the semicolon; 
(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) in lieu of using the definition of paid 

efforts to stimulate grassroots lobbying in 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3037 May 23, 2006 
section 3(18), consider as paid efforts to stim-
ulate grassroots lobbying only those activi-
ties that are grassroots expenditures as de-
fined in section 4911(c)(3) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986.’’. 
SEC. 221. ELECTRONIC FILING AND PUBLIC 

DATABASE FOR LOBBYISTS FOR 
FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS. 

(a) ELECTRONIC FILING.—Section 2 of the 
Foreign Agents Registration Act (22 U.S.C. 
612) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(g) ELECTRONIC FILING OF REGISTRATION 
STATEMENTS AND UPDATES.—A registration 
statement or update required to be filed 
under this section shall be filed in electronic 
form, in addition to any other form that may 
be required by the Attorney General.’’. 

(b) PUBLIC DATABASE.—Section 6 of the 
Foreign Agents Registration Act (22 U.S.C. 
616) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) PUBLIC DATABASE OF REGISTRATION 
STATEMENTS AND UPDATES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 
shall maintain, and make available to the 
public over the Internet, without a fee or 
other access charge, in a searchable, sort-
able, and downloadable manner, an elec-
tronic database that— 

‘‘(A) includes the information contained in 
registration statements and updates filed 
under this Act; 

‘‘(B) directly links the information it con-
tains to the information disclosed in reports 
filed with the Federal Election Commission 
under section 304 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434); and 

‘‘(C) is searchable and sortable, at a min-
imum, by each of the categories of informa-
tion described in section 2(a). 

‘‘(2) ACCOUNTABILITY.—Each registration 
statement and update filed in electronic 
form pursuant to section 2(g) shall be made 
available for public inspection over the 
internet not more than 48 hours after the 
registration statement or update is filed.’’. 
SEC. 222. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This subtitle and the amendments made by 
this subtitle shall take effect January 1, 
2007. 
Subtitle B—Oversight of Ethics and Lobbying 
SEC. 231. COMPTROLLER GENERAL AUDIT AND 

ANNUAL REPORT. 
(a) AUDIT REQUIRED.—The Comptroller 

General shall audit on an annual basis lob-
bying registration and reports filed under 
the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 to deter-
mine the extent of compliance or noncompli-
ance with the requirements of that Act by 
lobbyists and their clients. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not later than April 
1 of each year, the Comptroller General shall 
submit to Congress a report on the review re-
quired by subsection (a). The report shall in-
clude the Comptroller General’s assessment 
of the matters required to be emphasized by 
that subsection and any recommendations of 
the Comptroller General to— 

(1) improve the compliance by lobbyists 
with the requirements of that Act; and 

(2) provide the Secretary of the Senate and 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives 
with the resources and authorities needed for 
effective oversight and enforcement of that 
Act. 
SEC. 232. MANDATORY SENATE ETHICS TRAINING 

FOR MEMBERS AND STAFF. 
(a) TRAINING PROGRAM.—The Select Com-

mittee on Ethics shall conduct ongoing eth-
ics training and awareness programs for 
Members of the Senate and Senate staff. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The ethics training 
program conducted by the Select Committee 
on Ethics shall be completed by— 

(1) new Senators or staff not later than 60 
days after commencing service or employ-
ment; and 

(2) Senators and Senate staff serving or 
employed on the date of enactment of this 
Act not later than 120 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 233. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

SELF-REGULATION WITHIN THE 
LOBBYING COMMUNITY. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the lob-
bying community should develop proposals 
for multiple self-regulatory organizations 
which could provide— 

(1) for the creation of standards for the or-
ganizations appropriate to the type of lob-
bying and individuals to be served; 

(2) training for the lobbying community on 
law, ethics, reporting requirements, and dis-
closure requirements; 

(3) for the development of educational ma-
terials for the public on how to responsibly 
hire a lobbyist or lobby firm; 

(4) standards regarding reasonable fees to 
clients; 

(5) for the creation of a third-party certifi-
cation program that includes ethics training; 
and 

(6) for disclosure of requirements to clients 
regarding fee schedules and conflict of inter-
est rules. 
SEC. 234. ANNUAL ETHICS COMMITTEES RE-

PORTS. 
The Committee on Standards of Official 

Conduct of the House of Representatives and 
the Select Committee on Ethics of the Sen-
ate shall each issue an annual report due no 
later than January 31, describing the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The number of alleged violations of 
Senate or House rules including the number 
received from third parties, from Members or 
staff within each House, or inquires raised by 
a Member or staff of the respective House or 
Senate committee. 

(2) A list of the number of alleged viola-
tions that were dismissed— 

(A) for lack of subject matter jurisdiction; 
or 

(B) because they failed to provide suffi-
cient facts as to any material violation of 
the House or Senate rules beyond mere alle-
gation or assertion. 

(3) The number of complaints in which the 
committee staff conducted a preliminary in-
quiry. 

(4) The number of complaints that staff 
presented to the committee with rec-
ommendations that the complaint be dis-
missed. 

(5) The number of complaints that the staff 
presented to the committee with rec-
ommendation that the investigation pro-
ceed. 

(6) The number of ongoing inquiries. 
(7) The number of complaints that the 

committee dismissed for lack of substantial 
merit. 

(8) The number of private letters of admo-
nition or public letters of admonition issued. 

(9) The number of matters resulting in a 
disciplinary sanction. 

Subtitle C—Slowing the Revolving Door 
SEC. 241. AMENDMENTS TO RESTRICTIONS ON 

FORMER OFFICERS, EMPLOYEES, 
AND ELECTED OFFICIALS OF THE 
EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE 
BRANCHES. 

(a) VERY SENIOR EXECUTIVE PERSONNEL.— 
The matter after subparagraph (C) in section 
207(d)(1) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘within 1 year’’ and in-
serting ‘‘within 2 years’’. 

(b) RESTRICTIONS ON LOBBYING BY MEMBERS 
OF CONGRESS AND EMPLOYEES OF CONGRESS.— 
Subsection (e) of section 207 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘within 
1 year’’ and inserting ‘‘within 2 years’’; 

(2) by striking paragraphs (2) through (5) 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(2) CONGRESSIONAL STAFF.— 
‘‘(A) PROHIBITION.—Any person who is an 

employee of a House of Congress and who, 
within 1 year after that person leaves office, 
knowingly makes, with the intent to influ-
ence, any communication to or appearance 
before any of the persons described in sub-
paragraph (B), on behalf of any other person 
(except the United States) in connection 
with any matter on which such former em-
ployee seeks action by a Member, officer, or 
employee of either House of Congress, in his 
or her official capacity, shall be punished as 
provided in section 216 of this title. 

‘‘(B) CONTACT PERSONS COVERED.— persons 
referred to in subparagraph (A) with respect 
to appearances or communications are any 
Member, officer, or employee of the House of 
Congress in which the person subject to sub-
paragraph (A) was employed. This subpara-
graph shall not apply to contacts with staff 
of the Secretary of the Senate or the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives regarding 
compliance with lobbying disclosure require-
ments under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 
1995.’’; 

(3) in paragraph (6)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘paragraphs (2), (3), and 

(4)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘(A)’’; 
(C) by striking subparagraph (B); and 
(D) by redesignating the paragraph as 

paragraph (3); and 
(4) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-

graph (4). 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by subsection (b) shall take effect 60 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 
Subtitle D—Ban on Provision of Gifts or 

Travel by Lobbyists in Violation of the 
Rules of Congress 

SEC. 251. PROHIBITION ON PROVISION OF GIFTS 
OR TRAVEL BY REGISTERED LOBBY-
ISTS TO MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
AND TO CONGRESSIONAL EMPLOY-
EES. 

The Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 25. PROHIBITION ON PROVISION OF GIFTS 

OR TRAVEL BY REGISTERED LOBBY-
ISTS TO MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
AND TO CONGRESSIONAL EMPLOY-
EES. 

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—A registered lobbyist 
may not knowingly make a gift or provide 
travel to a Member, Delegate, Resident Com-
missioner, officer, or employee of Congress, 
unless the gift or travel may be accepted 
under the rules of the House of Representa-
tives or the Senate. 

‘‘(b) PENALTY.—Any registered lobbyist 
who violates this section shall be subject to 
penalties provided in section 7.’’. 

Subtitle E—Commission to Strengthen 
Confidence in Congress Act of 2006 

SEC. 261. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Com-

mission to Strengthen Confidence in Con-
gress Act of 2006’’. 
SEC. 262. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION. 

There is established in the legislative 
branch a commission to be known as the 
‘‘Commission to Strengthen Confidence in 
Congress’’ (in this subtitle referred to as the 
‘‘Commission’’). 
SEC. 263. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of the Commission are to— 
(1) evaluate and report the effectiveness of 

current congressional ethics requirements, if 
penalties are enforced and sufficient, and 
make recommendations for new penalties; 

(2) weigh the need for improved ethical 
conduct with the need for lawmakers to have 
access to expertise on public policy issues; 

(3) determine whether the current system 
for enforcing ethics rules and standards of 
conduct is sufficiently effective and trans-
parent; 
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(4) determine whether the statutory frame-

work governing lobbying disclosure should 
be expanded to include additional means of 
attempting to influence Members of Con-
gress, senior staff, and high-ranking execu-
tive branch officials; 

(5) analyze and evaluate the changes made 
by this Act to determine whether additional 
changes need to be made to uphold and en-
force standards of ethical conduct and dis-
closure requirements; and 

(6) investigate and report to Congress on 
its findings, conclusions, and recommenda-
tions for reform. 
SEC. 264. COMPOSITION OF COMMISSION. 

(a) MEMBERS.—The Commission shall be 
composed of 10 members, of whom— 

(1) the chair and vice chair shall be se-
lected by agreement of the majority leader 
and minority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the majority leader and mi-
nority leader of the Senate; 

(2) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
senior member of the Senate leadership of 
the Republican Party, 1 of which is a former 
member of the Senate; 

(3) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
senior member of the Senate leadership of 
the Democratic Party, 1 of which is a former 
member of the Senate; 

(4) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
senior member of the leadership of the House 
of Representatives of the Republican Party, 
1 of which is a former member of the House 
of Representatives; and 

(5) 2 members shall be appointed by the 
senior member of the leadership of the House 
of Representatives of the Democratic Party, 
1 of which is a former member of the House 
of Representatives. 

(b) QUALIFICATIONS; INITIAL MEETING.— 
(1) POLITICAL PARTY AFFILIATION.—Five 

members of the Commission shall be Demo-
crats and 5 Republicans. 

(2) NONGOVERNMENTAL APPOINTEES.—An in-
dividual appointed to the Commission may 
not be an officer or employee of the Federal 
Government or any State or local govern-
ment. 

(3) OTHER QUALIFICATIONS.—It is the sense 
of Congress that individuals appointed to the 
Commission should be prominent United 
States citizens, with national recognition 
and significant depth of experience in profes-
sions such as governmental service, govern-
ment consulting, government contracting, 
the law, higher education, historian, busi-
ness, public relations, and fundraising. 

(4) DEADLINE FOR APPOINTMENT.—All mem-
bers of the Commission shall be appointed on 
a date 3 months after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(5) INITIAL MEETING.—The Commission 
shall meet and begin the operations of the 
Commission as soon as practicable. 

(c) QUORUM; VACANCIES.—After its initial 
meeting, the Commission shall meet upon 
the call of the chairman or a majority of its 
members. Six members of the Commission 
shall constitute a quorum. Any vacancy in 
the Commission shall not affect its powers, 
but shall be filled in the same manner in 
which the original appointment was made. 
SEC. 265. FUNCTIONS OF COMMISSION. 

The functions of the Commission are to 
submit to Congress a report required by this 
title containing such findings, conclusions, 
and recommendations as the Commission 
shall determine, including proposing organi-
zation, coordination, planning, management 
arrangements, procedures, rules and regula-
tions— 

(1) related to section 263; or 
(2) related to any other areas the commis-

sion unanimously votes to be relevant to its 
mandate to recommend reforms to strength-
en ethical safeguards in Congress. 

SEC. 266. POWERS OF COMMISSION. 
(a) HEARINGS AND EVIDENCE.—The Commis-

sion or, on the authority of the Commission, 
any subcommittee or member thereof, may, 
for the purpose of carrying out this title hold 
such hearings and sit and act at such times 
and places, take such testimony, receive 
such evidence, administer such oaths. 

(b) OBTAINING INFORMATION.—Upon request 
of the Commission, the head of any agency 
or instrumentality of the Federal Govern-
ment shall furnish information deemed nec-
essary by the panel to enable it to carry out 
its duties. 

(c) LIMIT ON COMMISSION AUTHORITY.—The 
Commission shall not conduct any law en-
forcement investigation, function as a court 
of law, or otherwise usurp the duties and re-
sponsibilities of the ethics committee of the 
House of Representatives or the Senate. 
SEC. 267. ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) COMPENSATION.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), members of the Commission 
shall receive no additional pay, allowances, 
or benefits by reason of their service on the 
Commission. 

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES AND PER DIEM.—Each 
member of the Commission shall receive 
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence in accordance with sections 5702 and 
5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(c) STAFF AND SUPPORT SERVICES.— 
(1) STAFF DIRECTOR.— 
(A) APPOINTMENT.—The Chair (or Co- 

Chairs) in accordance with the rules agreed 
upon by the Commission shall appoint a staff 
director for the Commission. 

(B) COMPENSATION.—The staff director 
shall be paid at a rate not to exceed the rate 
established for level V of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(2) STAFF.—The Chair (or Co-Chairs) in ac-
cordance with the rules agreed upon by the 
Commission shall appoint such additional 
personnel as the Commission determines to 
be necessary. 

(3) APPLICABILITY OF CIVIL SERVICE LAWS.— 
The staff director and other members of the 
staff of the Commission shall be appointed 
without regard to the provisions of title 5, 
United States Code, governing appointments 
in the competitive service, and shall be paid 
without regard to the provisions of chapter 
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such 
title relating to classification and General 
Schedule pay rates. 

(4) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—With the 
approval of the Commission, the staff direc-
tor may procure temporary and intermittent 
services under section 3109(b) of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(d) PHYSICAL FACILITIES.—The Architect of 
the Capitol, in consultation with the appro-
priate entities in the legislative branch, 
shall locate and provide suitable office space 
for the operation of the Commission on a 
nonreimbursable basis. The facilities shall 
serve as the headquarters of the Commission 
and shall include all necessary equipment 
and incidentals required for the proper func-
tioning of the Commission. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES AND 
OTHER ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon the request of the 
Commission, the Architect of the Capitol 
and the Administrator of General Services 
shall provide to the Commission on a non-
reimbursable basis such administrative sup-
port services as the Commission may re-
quest. 

(2) ADDITIONAL SUPPORT.—In addition to 
the assistance set forth in paragraph (1), de-
partments and agencies of the United States 
may provide the Commission such services, 
funds, facilities, staff, and other support 
services as the Commission may deem advis-
able and as may be authorized by law. 

(f) USE OF MAILS.—The Commission may 
use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as 
Federal agencies and shall, for purposes of 
the frank, be considered a commission of 
Congress as described in section 3215 of title 
39, United States Code. 

(g) PRINTING.—For purposes of costs relat-
ing to printing and binding, including the 
cost of personnel detailed from the Govern-
ment Printing Office, the Commission shall 
be deemed to be a committee of the Con-
gress. 
SEC. 268. SECURITY CLEARANCES FOR COMMIS-

SION MEMBERS AND STAFF. 
The appropriate Federal agencies or de-

partments shall cooperate with the Commis-
sion in expeditiously providing to the Com-
mission members and staff appropriate secu-
rity clearances to the extent possible pursu-
ant to existing procedures and requirements, 
except that no person shall be provided with 
access to classified information under this 
title without the appropriate security clear-
ances. 
SEC. 269. COMMISSION REPORTS; TERMINATION. 

(a) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Commission 
shall submit— 

(1) an initial report to Congress not later 
than July 1, 2006; and 

(2) annual reports to Congress after the re-
port required by paragraph (1); 
containing such findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations for corrective measures as 
have been agreed to by a majority of Com-
mission members. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES.—During 
the 60-day period beginning on the date of 
submission of each annual report and the 
final report under this section, the Commis-
sion shall— 

(1) be available to provide testimony to 
committees of Congress concerning such re-
ports; and 

(2) take action to appropriately dissemi-
nate such reports. 

(c) TERMINATION OF COMMISSION.— 
(1) FINAL REPORT.—Five years after the 

date of enactment of this Act, the Commis-
sion shall submit to Congress a final report 
containing information described in sub-
section (a). 

(2) TERMINATION.—The Commission, and all 
the authorities of this title, shall terminate 
60 days after the date on which the final re-
port is submitted under paragraph (1), and 
the Commission may use such 60-day period 
for the purpose of concluding its activities. 
SEC. 270. FUNDING. 

There are authorized such sums as nec-
essary to carry out this title. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
strike all after the enacting clause of 
S. 2349 and insert in lieu thereof the 
provisions of H.R. 4975 as engrossed by 
the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be 

read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title of the Senate bill was 
amended so as to read: ‘‘To provide 
greater transparency with respect to 
lobbying activities, to amend the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 to 
clarify when organizations described in 
section 527 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 must register as political 
committees, and for other purposes.’’ 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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A similar House bill (H.R. 4975) was 

laid on the table. 

f 

b 1200 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 5384, 
and that I might include tabular mate-
rial on the same. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

f 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 830 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 5384. 

The Chair designates the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) as Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole, 
and requests the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MILLER) to assume the chair 
temporarily. 

b 1201 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5384) 
making appropriations for Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2007, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
MILLER of Florida (Acting Chairman) 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the rule, the bill is considered read the 
first time. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BONILLA) and the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO) each will 
control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to bring 
before the House today the fiscal year 
2007 appropriations bill for Agriculture, 
Rural Development, the Food and Drug 
Administration and Related Agencies. 
Before I do so, I would like to say how 
proud I am to be serving in my final 
year as chairman of the subcommittee. 
It has been a great privilege and a 
great experience. 

I want to compliment my ranking 
member, Ms. DELAURO, for helping us 
get to this point today to produce a 
good bill for the American people. My 
goal every year has been to produce a 
bipartisan bill. 

We began our hearings on the budget 
on February 15, and we added an addi-
tional hearing at the request of Ms. 
DELAURO on bird flu, which is a very 
important issue to people not just in 
this country, but around the world; and 
I have tried very hard to accommodate 
every Member who had a request for 
this bill. But it has been difficult. We 
received this year over 1,600 individual 
requests for specific spending from 
most Members of the House. 

I would say that all Members can 
support this bill and tell their con-
stituents that they voted to improve 
their lives while maintaining fiscal re-
sponsibility. 

I would also like to thank all of my 
subcommittee members on both sides 
of the aisle for helping to produce this 
bill, and I would like to thank people 
who oftentimes don’t get recognized for 
all of the hard work, sometimes on 
Saturday nights and Sunday mornings, 
that goes into putting a bill together. 
It is not just the Members that are 

elected to serve on this subcommittee 
and full committee, but we have the 
committee staff: Martha Foley of the 
minority staff; Martin Delgado, the 
great, distinguished leader, the clerk of 
the subcommittee; Maureen Holohan, 
Leslie Barrack and Jamie Swafford of 
the majority staff. In addition, I would 
like to thank our detailee, Mike Ar-
nold, and Walt Smith from Texas A&M 
back in Texas at College Station from 
my personal staff for working hard on 
this. 

I also want to mention some people 
that I would say have never had their 
names mentioned before on the floor of 
the House, but without them we could 
not be here today. They are the ones 
that helped put this whole product to-
gether: Larry Boarman, Theo Powell, 
Cathy Edwards, Linda Muir and the 
staff of the Government Printing Of-
fice. 

Mr. Chairman, we refer to this bill as 
the agriculture bill, but it goes so 
much more than assisting basic agri-
culture. It also supports rural and eco-
nomic development, human nutrition, 
ag exports and land conservation, as 
well as the food, drug, and medical 
safety in this country. This bill will 
cover benefits to of every one of your 
constituents everyday, no matter what 
district you represent. 

There are some key increases over 
the fiscal year 2006 spending level in 
the bill that include the following: $80 
million for bird flu; $24 million for food 
safety; $11 million for the Commodity 
Supplemental Food Program, the budg-
et request proposed to zero out this 
program; $34 million for the Farm 
Service Agency, salaries and expenses; 
$12 million for farm operating loans; 
$91 million for the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service; and $20 mil-
lion for the FDA user-fee programs for 
prescription drugs, medical devices, 
and animal drugs. 

Mr. Chairman, I will include at this 
point in the RECORD tabular material 
relating to the bill. 
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Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-

serve the balance of my time. 
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, let me first thank you 

and Mr. OBEY, as well as Chairman 
LEWIS, all of whom I have been pleased 
to work with on this bill. In particular 
it is a pleasure to join the chairman 
again as we bring to the floor our sec-
ond and final agriculture appropria-
tions bill together. As before, this has 
been a good process, one in which we 
have made substantial progress on 
many issues. 

As I have said before, I want to take 
a moment to recognize that this is not 
only the last time this bill will be con-
sidered on the House floor under Mr. 
BONILLA’s management, but also his 
last year of service on our sub-
committee. He has served as chairman 
with distinction and carried out his re-
sponsibilities to this subcommittee 
with a real sense of determination and 
focus. So I thank you, and it has been 
a pleasure to work with you. 

This is always an important bill, 
from public health and the FDA, to 
rural development and food safety, to 
environmental conservation and nutri-
tion assistance, to investing in renew-
able sources of energy. 

The mission of the Agriculture Ap-
propriations Subcommittee is, at its 
core, about improving people’s lives; 
and I think the subcommittee has pro-
duced a bill overall that we can be 
proud of. 

There are several areas in particular 
that have been improved from the 
President’s request. For one, the bill 
includes increased funding for the 
Commodity Supplemental Food Pro-
gram and the Specialty Crops Program 
on which so many of our farmers rely. 
The bill restores the section 515 Hous-
ing Program and included $25 million 
for a National Fresh Fruit and Vege-
table Program. 

In addition, we have turned aside sev-
eral misguided proposals by the admin-
istration not included in this bill, in-
cluding proposals that would have 
changed funding for the Agriculture 
Research Institutions and capped WIC 
administrative funds. 

We also made some progress during 
the markup. I appreciate the chair-
man’s willingness to increase funding 
for the Office of Generic Drugs, bring-
ing that up to $5 million. This will help 
to reduce the backlog of generic drug 
applications and in turn contribute to 
reducing the price of prescription 
drugs. 

I was pleased that the committee ac-
cepted an amendment that I offered to 
give the FDA the authority to mandate 
post-market drug studies when needed. 
With 65 percent of the post-market 
studies pending, it is clear that the 
system FDA has in place is broken and 
must be fixed. As such, giving FDA the 
authority to mandate post-market 
drug studies and authorizing the agen-
cy to begin proceedings that would 
move a drug from the market, should 

the drug company refuse to carry out 
its responsibility, is a critical part of 
the drug safety process. 

I was also pleased that this sub-
committee accepted language pre-
venting the implementation of a final 
rule by USDA to allow processed chick-
en products from China to enter the 
United States. We all know China has 
massive problems with avian influenza 
in its chicken population. Only hours 
after the Food Safety and Inspection 
Service announced it would allow the 
imports from China, claiming these 
products would be safe because they 
will be fully processed and cooked, a 
Tennessee firm announced the recall of 
more than 20,000 pounds of breaded 
chicken due to possible undercooking. 
Stopping that process from going for-
ward was a good decision. 

I do think that there are some areas 
where the bill falls short. While I know 
we cannot do everything we want to in 
this bill, I believe that many Members 
will be disappointed to see that, for in-
stance, we could not fund a pilot pro-
gram to look at the impact of elimi-
nating the Reduced Price Meal Pro-
gram that requires children from low- 
income working families to pay 40 
cents per lunch and 30 cents per break-
fast. If a family qualifies for free WIC 
benefits, they should qualify for free 
school meals as well. I wish we had 
found the money to make that pilot 
program happen, even if only as a pilot 
program. 

I am also disappointed that we failed 
to substantially increase the funding 
for the McGovern-Dole International 
Food Program which is funded in this 
bill at $100 million, an increase of a 
mere $1 million over last year’s bill and 
the budget request. This program 
fights child hunger in the world’s poor-
est countries, while expanding edu-
cational opportunities for children; and 
it has a proven track record. It should 
have been a priority in this bill. 

Lastly, we missed a golden oppor-
tunity with this bill to jump-start the 
country’s energy independence efforts 
by seriously and aggressively funding 
the many programs in this bill that 
deal with renewable energy. I offered 
an amendment that was defeated on a 
roll call vote of 24–36 to our commit-
ment to renewable energy and rural de-
velopment by $500 million. It is time to 
be bold about energy independence; and 
this bill is an appropriate place to start 
doing that, which is why I intend to 
offer this amendment again before the 
full House. 

I look forward to debating this bill 
today, Mr. Chairman, and I want to say 
thank you to you and your staff as well 
as staff on our side of the aisle for 
working so hard to put together the 
bill before us. As I have said through-
out the process, barring any unex-
pected developments, it is my inten-
tion to support this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 

gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS), 
the distinguished chairman of the full 
committee. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 5384, the 
agriculture appropriations bill for the 
year 2007. This is the third of 11 bills 
the committee plans to bring to the 
House floor before the 4th of July 
break. 

I want to especially praise Chairman 
BONILLA and Ranking Member 
DELAURO, as well as members of the 
Agriculture Subcommittee and their 
staff, for the very fine work done on 
this bill. 

In total, this measure provides $18.4 
billion in total discretionary spending. 
This level represents a decrease, that is 
a decrease, of $96 million below the FY 
2006 enacted level. The bill contains 
critical funding to protect health and 
safety, fulfill our commitment to im-
portant food and nutrition programs 
and support farmers and ranchers, as 
well as rural America. 

I would like to make, Mr. Chairman, 
two additional points about the meas-
ure. First, the bill before us today in-
cludes $435 million in Member-project 
funding, which is $35 million below, 
that is, below last year’s House-bill 
level. It is $277 million below last 
year’s House-Senate conference report 
as well. 

This bill also terminates eight pro-
grams resulting in $414 million in tax-
payer savings; eight programs, $414 
million in taxpayer savings. 

Mr. Chairman, this agriculture bill is 
Mr. BONILLA’s last bill as chairman of 
this subcommittee; and to say the 
least, this bill is a very fine product, 
and it is worthy of our support. 

I want to commend Mr. BONILLA and 
certainly Ms. DELAURO, as well, for 
their work on this very fine measure. 
Indeed, it is a reflection of the best 
work of our committee. Mr. BONILLA is 
to be congratulated for his service as 
chairman of the committee. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
renew my comments on something that 
is likely to happen here later with re-
spect to the dairy program; but before 
I do that, in the unlikely event that 
anybody in any of the congressional of-
fices is listening, I hope they under-
stand that there are at least 50 amend-
ments pending to this bill. If we only 
take 10 minutes on each of those 
amendments and if we only have votes 
on about half of them, we will be here 
until about 2 or 3 o’clock in the morn-
ing. So I hope that Members will not 
expect us to have a schedule which al-
lows them to go to supper and allows 
them to do other work around here 
and, at the same time, expect the com-
mittee to get us out of here before the 
wee hours of the morning. If all of 
these amendments are offered, that 
just isn’t going to happen. 

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that I 
want to once again take note of the 
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fact that because the Rules Committee 
chose not to protect a provision in this 
bill that is very important to small 
dairy farmers around the country, we 
face the likelihood that a point of 
order will be lodged against section 752 
of this bill. That section is meant to 
correct a major flaw in the authoriza-
tion bill that was amended last year. 

Under existing law, supplemental 
payments to dairy farmers, the so- 
called MILC program, will expire 1 
month before the other major commod-
ities programs expire in the existing 
farm bill. 

b 1215 

What that means in practical terms 
is that there will be no dairy compo-
nent in the budget baseline when the 
next farm bill is considered by the au-
thorizing committee. 

If that happens, we are guaranteeing 
that there will be fewer dollars in the 
Federal budget that will be flowing to 
rural America than would otherwise be 
the case. If people think it is a good 
idea for rural America to voluntarily 
relinquish any portion of their share of 
the Federal budget, then by all means 
they should be enthusiastic about the 
point of order. 

If they do not, then I think they 
ought to ask the authorizing com-
mittee chairman not to make that 
point of order. I would point out that 
the provision in this bill which extends 
that MILC program for 1 month so that 
we can correct that budget baseline 
problem. I should point out that that 
provision is supported by the Midwest 
Dairy Coalition, the Northeast Dairy 
Producers, including Connecticut, 
Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and 
Vermont. It is supported by the New 
York Farm Bureau, by the National 
Farmers Union, by the Wisconsin Farm 
Bureau, and by a good many other 
farmers around the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I would simply say 
that if that point of order is lodged, 
and if this bill therefore does not carry 
that correcting provision, it will not 
just be dairy farmers who are hurt, it 
will also mean that if a dairy program 
is continued, financing for that pro-
gram will have to come out of the base 
for each of the other farm groups. 

That is a great recipe for having a re-
gional war between different farm 
groups, and it is a great recipe for hav-
ing a war between various commodity 
groups in the agriculture community. 
So I would urge the majority party 
leadership to prevail upon the chair-
man of the Agriculture Committee not 
to make that point of order, because, if 
he does, we are not going to be able to 
fix this problem and dairy farmers are 
going to be at a huge disadvantage 
when the next farm bill is written. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlemen from Geor-
gia (Mr. KINGSTON). 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the chairman of the 

committee, Mr. BONILLA, for the great 
job that he has done, and the leader-
ship that he has provided. And I thank 
my friend, ROSA DELAURO, for all the 
good work that she has done and the 
bipartisan cooperation that we have 
had on this bill. We don’t agree on ev-
erything, but we agree on ag policy and 
trying to look out for the farmers to-
gether, and all of the various commod-
ities and programs that are in this im-
portant bill. And this is certainly one 
of the greatest subcommittees in Con-
gress. 

Mr. Chairman, farmers today have 
lots of challenges, financing. Long- 
term financing for farmers, they can’t 
get loans the way business people can 
get loans. They have problems with 
labor. The immigration issue is the hot 
issue of the day right now. Well, it has 
been a hot issue down on the farm for 
years as they have tried to get labor 
who will go out there in the hot sun-
shine and pick apples and pick peaches 
and pick onions, and trying to work 
with the H2A program that can be very 
difficult to comply with. 

And while farmers are trying to work 
with H2A, along comes legal services 
funded by the Federal Government and 
suing farmers for technical violations 
often and not really substantive viola-
tions. 

They have problems with environ-
mental issues, in that we have very 
strict EPA laws, which their inter-
national competitors do not always 
have. And Ms. KAPTUR, our friend from 
Ohio, often talks to us about Ohio to-
matoes. And yet we know in Mexico 
they make tomatoes that can be com-
petitive with those of Ohio tomatoes, 
but they do not have to follow the 
same labor or environmental laws. 

Mr. Chairman, that is just one of the 
examples. And then we talk about un-
fair trade practices and what is sub-
sidized and what is not. And so often 
the WTO, which is an organization 
most Americans do not even know 
about; yet the farmers, they are very 
mindful of what the WTO is up to, be-
cause so often the rulings seem to 
come down against American farmers. 

Mr. Chairman, despite everything 
that farmers are up against, our food 
program and our food supply is the best 
any world has ever seen, any nation in 
the world at any time. Americans 
spend 11 cents on the dollar on gro-
ceries. We spend 43 cents on the dollar 
on recreation, from skiing to jet ski-
ing, to boats, to fishing to buying CDs 
and going to movies and shows; we 
spend 43 cents on the dollar, but only 11 
cents on the dollar for food. And for 
that, we have fruit all year long. We 
have meat in great abundance at low 
prices all year long. We have, as Mr. 
OBEY knows well, milk. And there used 
to be milk shortages all over the coun-
try. And yet we do not have those 
kinds of shortages anymore. We do 
have a very complex, hard-to-explain 
agriculture system in America, and yet 
the product on the shelf in the grocery 
stores across America beats all in the 
world. 

We need to all support this bill. It is 
a bipartisan bill. It is well thought out, 
well debated. There are going to be 
things I am going to comment on later 
on. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. MARSHALL). 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank Mr. KINGSTON for all he 
has done on behalf of peanuts and milk. 
In the authorizing committee, we 
failed to extend the peanut program 
storage and handling fees for the year 
it needed to be extended, at the end of 
this farm program. And we also failed 
to extend the milk program, that 1 
month that is necessary, according to 
Mr. OBEY and others, to establish an 
appropriate baseline where milk is con-
cerned and an appropriate baseline 
where peanuts are concerned, peanut 
storage and handling. 

Anticipating that a point of order 
might be made, Mr. Chairman, and I 
am not sure that it would be made by 
the chairman of the authorizing com-
mittee or someone else, we have put to-
gether a letter to the chairman, Chair-
man GOODLATTE, asking that he sup-
port the two bipartisan amendments 
made in the appropriations committee 
with regard to these two issues, the 
peanut storage and handling fees issue 
and the milk program issue that was 
spoken about by Mr. OBEY. 

Mr. Chairman, 26 members of the 46 
members of the committee have signed 
on. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me the 
real question will be whether or not 
somehow the Appropriations Com-
mittee is inappropriately treading on 
the authority of the authorizing com-
mittee. Here you have a majority of 
the members of the authorizing com-
mittee saying that they think that the 
Appropriations Committee is acting 
properly with regard to these two 
issues, and they would request that the 
point of order be denied. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume for 
the purpose of entering into a colloquy 
with the gentlemen from New Jersey 
(Mr. GARRETT). I now yield to Mr. GAR-
RETT. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity 
to enter into a colloquy with the gen-
tlemen from Texas, the chairman of 
the subcommittee. 

Also, before I begin, I just want to 
thank the chairman for all of your 
hard work that you put into the com-
mittee and into this bill, and all of the 
members of the committee. 

And may I also echo the words as far 
as those members of the committee 
and the staff who do not normally get 
their names mentioned on the floor for 
their work; as the former chairman, I 
know there are many people behind the 
scenes that do not get recognized and I 
appreciate your recognizing those peo-
ple of your committee. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I also 
want to voice my strong support of the 
Farm and Ranchland Preservation Pro-
gram. The chairman may know that I 
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grew up on my family farm in the 
State of New Jersey; it is the Garden 
State. We are the most densely popu-
lated State in the country. And for 
that reason, trying to preserve open 
space and farmland was one of the 
main reasons why I went into govern-
ment 12 years ago on the state level 
and here in the Congress as well. 

And so I support strongly The Na-
tional Farm and Ranchland Preserva-
tion Program and its work to contain, 
to preserve environmentally sensitive 
pieces of property in the Fifth Congres-
sional District. 

It is my hope that the chairman 
would continue to work closely with 
myself and the Department of Agri-
culture, so that we can move forward 
to see to it that as much of this prop-
erty can be preserved for future genera-
tions. 

Mr. BONILLA. If the gentleman 
would yield, I thank the gentlemen for 
his comments and pledge to work 
closely with him and the Department 
of Agriculture moving forward to see 
that any eligible environmentally sen-
sitive farmland is given full and ade-
quate consideration as this bill con-
tinues through the legislative process 
and as the Department establishes its 
priorities for the Farm and Ranchland 
Preservation Program for fiscal year 
2007. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. I 
thank the gentlemen for his support. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WOOLSEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank Chairman BONILLA and Rank-
ing Member DELAURO for their hard 
work on this bill, particularly their 
work on the school meal and WIC pro-
gram. 

While I appreciate the increase in 
funding, I sincerely hope that we can 
do even better in conference on the 
WIC program and on the school meal 
program. 

I also appreciate that the committee 
rejected a number of President Bush’s 
requests that would have harmed the 
women and children who benefit from 
WIC. The President’s proposed cap on 
nutrition counseling and on education 
for WIC recipients would limit both es-
sential services for WIC families and 
for the States’ abilities to negotiate 
cost savings with food producers. 

The President also asked to limit 
WIC eligibility for any Medicaid recipi-
ents. These are only some of the exam-
ples that the President would have list-
ed in his neverending effort to pay for 
tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans, 
with benefit cuts for the most vulner-
able Americans. 

As I say, I honor the Chair and the 
ranking member for not letting that 
happen. I am proud to have led a bipar-
tisan effort in opposition to those pro-
posals, and I thank the committee 
again for rejecting them. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
committee for its promise to continue 

to monitor the WIC caseload to ensure 
that funding remains sufficient to meet 
the needs. I ask the committee to also 
monitor, as I will, USDA’s implementa-
tion of its cost containment regula-
tions. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, can 
you tell us, please, how much time re-
mains on the bill. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-
woman has 171⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PETERSON). 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman 
for yielding me time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to I guess 
reluctantly support the bill. I have 
been looking over the provisions, and I 
think that while I commend Chairman 
BONILLA and Ranking Member 
DELAURO for their work, given the con-
straints that they have been placed 
under, but I do have some concerns 
that I would like to raise. 

You know, in the last farm bill, 2002 
Farm Bill, we made a significant shift 
in the biggest increases that we placed 
in the 2002 Farm Bill were in the con-
servation programs. 

And we have some limitations that 
have been put in the bill that have 
been protected against a point of order, 
that I have some concerns about and 
other people across the country have 
concerns about. 

Our Wetlands Reserve Program, 
which I think has been one of the most 
successful programs that we have im-
plemented and was part of the 2002 
farm bill, we are going to be further 
limiting the level to 144,000 acres. 

This is a program that has a substan-
tial backlog. We have a lot of folks out 
there that are ready to go and put their 
land into the Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram and, you know, just does not 
seem logical that we would eliminate 
it given the amount of interest that is 
out there in the countryside. 

The EQUIP Program was another 
program that we substantially in-
creased in the 2002 farm bill. And 
again, we have many more requests 
than we have money and authorization. 
And we are going to have some further 
limitations in that area as well, as well 
as the CSP program, the WHIP pro-
gram and some others. 

So I just want to raise my concern 
about those limitations and I guess my 
displeasure from the authorizing com-
mittee point of view that the appropri-
ators would be limiting the work of the 
Agriculture Committee that has spent 
a lot of time looking into them. 

b 1230 

I would also like to follow up on the 
comments of Mr. OBEY regarding the 
milk program. Wherever you are at on 
that particular issue, I think this does 
have implications out into the next 
farm bill. 

I know in our part of the country this 
is a popular program. In the west it is 
not popular. But eliminating this base-
line is going to make it more difficult 
for us as we do the next farm bill next 
year, and it could come back to haunt 
some folks in the dairy area poten-
tially given how that all plays out. 

The peanut provision which also was 
not protected is something that was 
worked out in the last farm bill and is 
important to a lot of folks that had to 
have a substantial change in that pro-
gram, and I just do not think it is right 
to end that program a year early. It 
would make more sense, I think, to 
continue it to the ends of the bill. 

I am going to support this bill today. 
I commend the chairman and the rank-
ing member for their work, and I look 
forward to the debate. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. DELAURO. Can I ask the gen-
tleman from Texas if he has any addi-
tional speakers. 

Mr. BONILLA. At this time I do not. 
Ms. DELAURO. Neither do we. 
With that, my comment is I think 

that we will just proceed to the amend-
ments, and I hope that with that proc-
ess we can make the bill better. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, once 
again, just to comment on how many 
prudent recommendations were made 
to put this bill together and it has been 
a very good product that we have come 
to the floor with today, and we hope 
that all Members would support it 
without any amendments. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of H.R. 5384, the Fiscal Year 2007 Agriculture 
Appropriations Act. In particular, I am pleased 
that funding for the Commodity Supplemental 
Food Program, or CSFP, has been restored in 
this bill. 

In yet another example of the Administra-
tion’s upside-down priorities, the President’s 
request proposed eliminating CSFP. Last year, 
in Michigan alone, almost 76,000 low income 
seniors, mothers and children received much- 
needed, nutritious food each month thanks to 
this funding and the hard work of organiza-
tions like Focus: Hope in Detroit. 

I thank the Committee for responding to the 
outpouring of grassroots support for CSFP, 
and refusing to do away with this important 
program. The bill before us includes $118.3 
million for CSFP, an increase of $11 million 
from the current level. Following the Presi-
dent’s recommendation would have literally 
taken food from the mouths of seniors and 
children across the country. I hope our action 
here not only protects CSFP, but also sends 
a message to the President that cuts like this 
are not acceptable. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, in accordance 
with earmark reform proposals currently under 
consideration in the House and Senate, I 
would like to place into the RECORD a listing 
of Congressionally-directed projects in my 
home state of Idaho that are contained within 
the report to this bill. These are projects that 
I asked the Agriculture Subcommittee to con-
sider, both this year and in previous years, 
and I am grateful for their inclusion in this bill. 
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I’d like to take just a few minutes to de-

scribe why I supported these projects and why 
they are valuable to the nation and its tax-
payers. 

It is important to remember that the vast 
majority of these funds go to two entities. 

First, the Cooperative State Research, Edu-
cation, and Extension Service, CSREES, 
grants included below are targeted to our na-
tion’s Land Grant Colleges. In the case of 
Idaho, these funds are used by the University 
of Idaho to conduct research on a variety of 
crops important to the Pacific Northwest. I 
have also supported research in Washington 
and Oregon because their research is invalu-
able to my constituents as well. 

In assessing the value of these requests, 
there are some important considerations that 
must be made. World labor standards and 
costs are far below those of the U.S. Our Na-
tion’s farmers are subjected to far more strin-
gent environmental regulations than those of 
many of our competitors. Input costs in the 
U.S. far surpass those of other nations. And 
energy prices, including farm diesel, are rising 
dramatically. 

So how can a U.S. farmer remain competi-
tive in a global market? Through greater pro-
ductivity and efficiency, increased yields, and 
better defenses against diseases. These are 
the very things that agriculture research fund-
ing delivers for U.S. producers—and for U.S. 
consumers. 

If you want to rely on foreign nations for our 
food in the way we rely on them for our oil, 
then by all means eliminate these important 
agriculture research programs. But if you be-
lieve, as I do, that maintaining a domestic ca-
pability to produce our food is a national secu-
rity issue, then you ought to support these re-
search programs and fight for their continu-
ation. 

The second entity that receives the bulk of 
these funds is the Agriculture Research Serv-
ice, ARS, and its stations across rural Amer-
ica. In Idaho, these institutions are conducting 
vital research into some of our most important 
crops—sugar, potatoes, small fruits, and aqua-
culture. I encourage all of my colleagues to 
visit an ARS station to see firsthand the value 
of this research. If you do, you will learn that 
these researchers are doing amazing things 
with very limited budgets. These projects are 
usually small in terms of their funding, but the 
benefits that flow from that research cannot be 
measured in dollars alone. 

Two of the projects below are funded 
through the Animal and Plant Health Inspec-
tion Service, APHIS. These two programs are 
critical to combating brucellosis in bison and 
cattle and in assisting ranchers whose live-
stock are harassed and killed by predators like 
wolves. 

The Greater Yellowstone Brucellosis funding 
is particularly critical to my home State of 
Idaho. Idaho recently lost its brucellosis free 
status and these funds are critical to estab-
lishing a management plan that will allow 
Idaho to regain its brucellosis free status. 

The Tri-State Predator control funding is 
hardly a handout to ranchers. The federal gov-
ernment forced wolf reintroduction on Idaho 
and other western states and it is duty-bound 
to pay for the deadly and gruesome impacts of 
this decision. 

The final project on this list is the Idaho 
One-Plan. The Idaho One-Plan is a unique 
collaboration of agencies, industries, and as-

sociations dedicated to assisting Idaho farm-
ers and ranchers in their continuing natural re-
source stewardship responsibilities. The pro-
gram was developed jointly with state and fed-
eral resource agencies, the University of Idaho 
Cooperative Extension program, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and local com-
modity groups. It’s a successful program that 
has enormous value to not only the Idaho ag-
riculture community and the environment, but 
to other states that might be interested in a 
similar collaborative process. 

Mr. Chairman, any effort to remove these 
projects from the bill would not only result in 
zero savings to taxpayers, it would stop dead 
these important efforts to enhance and protect 
our nation’s food supply. 

I appreciate the opportunity to provide a list 
of Congressionally-directed projects in my re-
gion and an explanation of my support for 
them. 

1. ARS aquaculture research—Aberdeen 
($628,843) pg. 17; 

2. CSREES NW Small Fruits Research—ID, 
WA, OR ($443,000) pg. 36; 

3. ARS Potato Breeding—Aberdeen 
($365,156) pg. 18; 

4. ARS Sugarbeet Research—Kimberly 
($702,592) pg. 19; 

5. ARS Sustainable Aquaculture Feeds— 
Aberdeen ($99,000) pg. 19; 

6. ARS Viticulture—Corvallis, OR ($852,861) 
pg. 19; 

7. CSREES Grain Legume Plant Patholo-
gist—Pullman, WA ($244,125) pg. 20; 

8. CSREES Alternative Crops—Canola 
($1,175,000) pg. 33; 

9. CSREES Aegilops Cylindricum— 
Goatgrass (WA, ID) ($355,000) pg. 34; 

10. CSREES Cool Season Food Legume Re-
search (ID, WA, ND) ($564,000) pg. 34; 

11. CSREES Grass Seed Cropping/or Sus-
tainable Agriculture (WA, ID, OR) ($450,000) 
pg. 35; 

12. CSREES Increasing Shelf Life of Agri-
cultural Commodities ($863,000) pg. 35; 

13. CSREES Potato Research (national pro-
gram) ($1,497,000) pg. 36; 

14. CSREES STEEP III ($640,000) pg. 36; 
15. CSREES Wood Utilization (multi-state) 

($6,371,000) pg. 36; 
16. APHIS Greater Yellowstone Brucel-

losis—ID, WY, MT ($10,455,000) pg. 72; 
17. APHIS Tri-State Predator Control 

($1,324,000) pg. 74; 
18. NRCS Idaho One-Plan ($200,000) pg. 87. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise today to support the Milk Income Loss 
Contract Program (MILC). Created under the 
2002 Farm Bill, the MILC program has been a 
major success for Wisconsin dairy farmers. I 
believe it is inherently unfair to set the expira-
tion date of the MILC program one month be-
fore the expiration of other farm bill programs. 
MILC should be on a level playing field with all 
other commodity programs, so that it will be 
dealt with equitably under the 2007 Farm Bill. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to support the FY 2007 Agriculture Ap-
propriations bill. I am especially pleased with 
the funding levels prescribed for the Domestic 
Food Assistance programs such as the Com-
modity Supplemental Food Program CSFP) 
and the Women, Infants and Children (WIC) 
nutritional programs. 

This year, the President proposed elimi-
nating CSFP as part of his plan to streamline 
government services. Participants in this pro-
gram were supposed to move to either the 
Food Stamps program or the WIC program. I 
disagreed with this proposal, and that is why 
I am pleased that my colleagues on the House 

Agriculture Appropriations Subcommittee 
chose to ignore the elimination proposal and 
instead increased funding for this program by 
$11 million above last year’s level. 

Under the House-passed bill, CSFP will get 
$118.3 million in fiscal 2007. It is my under-
standing and hope that the Senate will include 
a similar amount in its appropriations bill and 
that future conferees will protect this valuable 
program from elimination. 

More than 2,000 seniors in my district de-
pend on this important supplemental food pro-
gram, which provides them a box of food sta-
ples once a month to seniors who are at or 
below 130 percent of the poverty level. Preg-
nant, breast feeding and postpartum women, 
infants and children up to age six also are eli-
gible for CSFP if they are at or below 185 per-
cent of federal poverty guidelines. For young 
children, the program is used as a bridge be-
tween their eligibility for WIC and their eligi-
bility for free school lunches, which generally 
happens around age 6. 

There is no doubt that CSFP works. In Min-
nesota, about 15,000 participants—85 percent 
of them seniors—receive a box of food at the 
beginning of each month. The box is about the 
size of a banana box and weighs about 60 
pounds. Each box contains about $55 worth of 
pantry staples such as canned vegetables, 
fruit and meat, as well as evaporated milk, 
juice, rice and pasta. The foods are nutrition-
ally balanced and approved by the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture. 

Minnesota receives about $3.2 million each 
year to purchase these foods and deliver them 
to four food banks throughout the state. Volun-
teers then deliver the boxes to centralized dis-
tribution sites and in some cases to the front 
doors of home-bound seniors. 

In Southeastern Minnesota, the Channel 
One Food Distribution Center in Rochester, 
delivers CSFP food packages to 1,750 partici-
pants in a 13 county area. The average in-
come for a senior receiving CSFP assistance 
in this area is a meager $8,846 a year or $737 
a month. That’s why CSFP is so vital for our 
nation’s low-income seniors, particularly those 
in rural America. 

Seniors like Harriet Salisbury from Ceylon, 
Minnesota; Elsa Suter of Fairmont, Minnesota, 
and Edward Levy of Brownsdale, Minnesota, 
need these vital food packages. When the Ad-
ministration proposed eliminating CSFP, these 
seniors took pen and paper in hand and let 
me know exactly what they thought about that 
proposal. They told me CSFP was their ‘‘life-
line,’’ and some even begged me to save this 
vital program from elimination. 

Today, I am here to tell these seniors and 
thousands more across our nation that I know 
how important CSFP is to them, and that I will 
fight to save this vital program from elimi-
nation. 

In conclusion, I want to thank Chairman 
BONILLA for his continued support for CSFP. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I will 
vote for the bill H.R. 5384, the ‘‘Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, Appropriations Act of 2007.’’ 

While the bill is a dramatic improvement 
from the request made by the Bush Adminis-
tration it still does not fully meet the needs of 
rural Colorado. I’m disappointed about that, 
but the fact is that the federal government is 
being forced to do more with less because of 
the budget resolution the Republican leader-
ship forced through the House. 
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I am pleased the bill provides support for re-

search programs important to Colorado State 
University, including research on infectious 
diseases and ultraviolet radiation monitoring. I 
am also pleased provisions of the legislation 
adequately funds important programs for Re-
newable Energy and Energy Efficiency grants 
which can provide much needed resources for 
rural economic development to communities 
throughout the Eastern Plains, Western Slope 
and San Luis Valley of Colorado. 

While there are good things about this bill it 
does have its shortcomings. Even though at-
tempts were made to the conservation provi-
sions, more needs to be done to address the 
continued under funding of these important 
programs. I am also particularly disappointed 
this legislation does not address the continued 
delay of the implementation of a mandatory 
country of origin labeling (COOL) for products 
such as meat and produce. The shortsighted-
ness of the committee denies Colorado ranch-
ers and farmers a wonderful resource to mar-
ket their products and provide consumers a 
clear choice in the products they purchase. 

I am hopeful the Senate will build on the 
work of the House passed legislation so an 
even stronger bill can be sent to the Presi-
dent. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time for 
general debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed 
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments 
will be considered read. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 5384 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 
programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and for other purposes, 
namely: 

TITLE I 

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS 

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, $5,499,000: Provided, 
That not to exceed $11,000 of this amount 
shall be available for official reception and 
representation expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, as determined by the Secretary. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KUCINICH: 
Page 2, line 9, insert after the dollar 

amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by $1)’’. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, the 
Kucinich Organic Food Amendment 
strikes $1 of salary from the Sec-
retary’s office to raise an objection to 
the removal of consumer public inter-

est representation from the National 
Organic Standards Board. 

What is organic food? Organic food is 
produced in a sustainable manner with-
out pesticides, herbicides, or artificial 
fertilizers. Organic food production im-
proves the environment and delivers a 
safe food to our children. 

Our fields and streams are relied 
upon to grow our food; therefore, we 
must protect these assets with a sus-
tainable agricultural system. Organic 
food has proven itself commercially 
viable. It is a multi-billion dollar in-
dustry. It has improved the sustain-
ability of our agricultural system. But 
organic foods cannot be distinguished 
by how they look, taste, or smell. Con-
sumers can only rely on an organic 
label. Consumers need to trust that 
label if they are going to pay the pre-
mium for organic food. 

The National Organic Standards 
Board was formed in 1990 as part of the 
1990 farm bill’s Organic Food Produc-
tion Act. Its 15 members are meant to 
assist the Secretary of Agriculture in 
developing organic food standards. 
Members have 5-year terms and the 
board is comprised of four farmers/ 
growers; two handlers/processors; one 
retailer; one scientist; three consumer 
public advocates; three environmental-
ists; and one certifying agent who sits 
on various committees. 

This board is, among other things, 
tasked with ensuring that consumers 
can trust the organic food label. There 
appears to be an effort to undercut con-
sumer public interest representation 
on the board. Led by Consumers Union, 
several food safety and public interest 
organizations raised objections to two 
recent appointments to the consumer 
public interest slots because those 
slots went to industry representatives. 
One occupant is a food industry lob-
byist for General Mills and the other 
occupant is a consultant to the organic 
dairy industry. Fortunately, the Gen-
eral Mills lobbyist was responsible and 
resigned. Unfortunately, the dairy con-
sultant remains on the board. 

Now, the Consumers Union letter 
stated in part: ‘‘These individuals 
could not reflect the specific interests 
of the consumers or the public, but 
rather the interests of the industry. 
For example, General Mills is a large 
corporation. It has a vested interest in 
the sales of organic food products 
which is in conflict with representing a 
consumer public interest position on 
the National Organic Standards 
Board.’’ 

When the USDA was challenged by 
the Center For Science in the Public 
Interest, the USDA staff for the Na-
tional Organic Standards Board re-
sponded with: ‘‘It was the Secretary’s 
decision to pick,’’ talking about the 
General Mills representative, ‘‘and he 
didn’t want to pick anyone else.’’ 

Clearly, the USDA has signaled its 
intention to leave the consumer slot 
vacant for the rest of the year. To en-
sure consumers can trust the organic 
label, the Secretary should fill the 

slots with consumer representatives. 
This amendment would simply remind 
the USDA that Congress, which created 
the National Organic Standards Board, 
believes that the consumer public in-
terest representation on the National 
Organic Standards Board is critical to 
setting organic food standards that are 
credible and trustworthy. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my col-
league from Wisconsin, Mr. OBEY. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. Let me simply say that I ap-
preciate his comments, especially in 
light of the fact that last year in the 
conference on this bill after the con-
ference was gaveled to a close, the con-
ference committee then made arbitrary 
and anonymous changes in the defini-
tion of organic foods without a vote of 
the conference. So it seems to me that 
the gentleman is correct that we need 
to be vigilant in terms of who is trying 
to manipulate their definition of what 
represents a high organic standard. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. KUCINICH. Reclaiming my time, 

the comments of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin make it very clear that Con-
gress has a role here in affirming the 
position of consumer representatives 
on the National Organic Standards 
Board. It was Congress that created 
this board. It was Congress that wanted 
to ensure the integrity of the organic 
label. So I am asking my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ to protect the integrity of 
the organic food label. 

I would once again say that the Con-
sumers Union has taken this position 
that they believe that the integrity of 
the consumer public interest positions 
have been compromised by the appoint-
ment. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my under-
standing that there is currently one 
vacancy on the National Organic 
Standards Board, and I understand the 
gentleman is very concerned about this 
issue and USDA is seeking nominations 
for the position. There was some adver-
tisement that went out to these posi-
tions in the spring time. The vacancy 
closes July 14, and it will be filled. So 
the way we see the process going, that 
is, the gentleman’s issues are being ad-
dressed, we see this as a non-issue, and 
we would hope that the gentleman 
would withdraw the amendment. 

If there is some opposition to the 
way the process works, we can under-
stand that; but the process is moving 
forward and the board positions will be 
filled in a timely manner according to 
our information. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONILLA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Would the gentleman 
endorse the statement of concern that 
I made so that the appointment would 
truly go to a consumer representative? 

Mr. BONILLA. I cannot advocate or 
endorse a particular group’s choice for 
the position. That is not my role. 
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Mr. KUCINICH. If I may, if the gen-

tleman would continue to yield, it is 
not my intention to ask you to endorse 
a particular person or a particular 
group’s nominee. The spirit of this 
amendment is to protect the organic 
label through making sure that there 
is a consumer representative. 

I would ask if the gentleman would 
be willing to work with me to make 
sure as we move through this process 
that, in fact, we will have a real con-
sumer representative, whoever he or 
she may be, and not someone who is 
necessarily part of the industry. The 
industry does have representatives, and 
I have no quarrel with that; but con-
sumer representatives ought to be as 
such. If the gentleman would agree to 
work with me on it, I would be happy 
to withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. BONILLA. I would be happy to 
work with the gentleman on this; but, 
of course, I cannot stand here and 
guarantee the outcome. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I understand, but the 
chairman, if we work together, I think 
that the consumers would have a bet-
ter feeling that with the Chair being 
involved there is an opportunity that 
at least we could address the issue. I 
am not asking you to guarantee the 
outcome, but if I have your word that 
you will make an effort, that is good 
enough for me. 

Mr. BONILLA. I would be happy to do 
that. I have a tremendous amount of 
respect for the gentleman. There have 
been many unrelated issues that we 
have worked on together in the past, 
and we would be happy to do that. 

Mr. KUCINICH. In consideration of 
the chairman giving me his word that 
we will work together on this, Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw my amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS 
CHIEF ECONOMIST 

For necessary expenses of the Chief Econo-
mist, including economic analysis, risk as-
sessment, cost-benefit analysis, energy and 
new uses, and the functions of the World Ag-
ricultural Outlook Board, as authorized by 
the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 
U.S.C. 1622g), $11,226,000. 

NATIONAL APPEALS DIVISION 
For necessary expenses of the National Ap-

peals Division, $14,795,000. 
OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
For necessary expenses of the Office of 

Budget and Program Analysis, $8,479,000. 
HOMELAND SECURITY STAFF 

For necessary expenses of the Homeland 
Security Staff, $954,000. 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Chief Information Officer, $16,936,000. 
COMMON COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT 

For necessary expenses to acquire a Com-
mon Computing Environment for the Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service, the 

Farm and Foreign Agricultural Service, and 
Rural Development mission areas for infor-
mation technology, systems, and services, 
$68,971,000, of which $4,494,127 is for rural de-
velopment-related activities, $14,494,273 is for 
Natural Resource Conservation Service-re-
lated activities, and $49,982,600 is for Farm 
Service Agency-related activities, to remain 
available until expended, for the capital 
asset acquisition of shared information tech-
nology systems, including services as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 6915–16 and 40 U.S.C. 
1421–28: Provided, That obligation of these 
funds shall be consistent with the Depart-
ment of Agriculture Service Center Mod-
ernization Plan of the county-based agen-
cies, and shall be with the concurrence of the 
Department’s Chief Information Officer: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds provided 
under this section, $410,000 shall be available 
to process data to acquire fourband digital 
color infrared imagery of the entire State of 
New Mexico. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEINER 
Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WEINER: 
Page 3, line 12, insert after the dollar 

amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$25,576,000)’’. 

Page 3, line 13, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$1,666,523)’’. 

Page 3, line 14, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$5,374,803)’’. 

Page 3, line 15, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$18,534,674)’’. 

Page 19, line 8, insert after the first dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$23,000,000)’’. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, there 
are a great many people who are 
watching with rapt attention what we 
do in this appropriations bill. There are 
many people watching, well, many 
might be a strong word, but there are 
some people watching on C–SPAN and 
many of our colleagues are very inter-
ested to see the outcome of this bill. 
But I can tell you there is a whole 
group of other creatures that really 
don’t mind at all what we do here be-
cause they are going about the busi-
ness of ravaging our economy. 

I am talking about the invasive in-
sects, the invasive species like the 
Asian longhorn beetle which because of 
the lack of funding in this budget and 
in past budgets are on course to do an 
estimated $268 billion worth of damage 
to the economy. It is insects like the 
Asian longhorn beetle that is eating 
away at Illinois and Pennsylvania and 
New York and New Jersey. It is insects 
like the emerald ash borer that my col-
league Mr. SCHWARZ is so concerned 
about and folks in Indiana and Ohio. 
The sudden oak death disease in Cali-
fornia and Oregon, all kinds of dif-
ferent insects are right now creating 
havoc in our economy. 

We have over the course of time been 
frankly funding less and less and less 
for these invasive species. Sometimes 
it is a matter of surveillance like it is 
with the Asian longhorn beetle. You 
have to find it in order to stamp it out. 
Sometimes it is a matter of taking 
steps like we did successfully in Illi-

nois to poison these pests before they 
do any more damage. 

b 1245 
But I am going to tell you what the 

cost is if we do not pass the Weiner- 
Schwarz-Crowley-Maloney amendment 
today. 

These insects will continue to move 
from neighborhood to neighborhood, 
city to city, State to State. This very 
same insect, which has cost over 4,000 
trees in New York City, yes, Mr. OBEY, 
a tree does grow in Brooklyn; more 
than 4,000 trees have been eaten by the 
Asian longhorned beetle. It is on a path 
going north. Think of what is north of 
New York City. It is the Adirondacks. 
It is Vermont. This pest likes maple 
trees more than we like maple syrup. If 
it starts to infect that part of the U.S. 
economy, there will be no stopping it. 

But we do have a plan now. If we pro-
vide about $23 million, it does not 
eliminate the problem overnight, but it 
does put us on a glide course to stop-
ping this problem and these pests in 
their tracks. 

This is a moment. This is kind of like 
a ripple in a pond. Right now, the prob-
lem is relatively concentrated. This is 
what it looks like in New York City. It 
started about 3 years ago, just in this 
neighborhood of Greenpoint, and now it 
is moving further and further and fur-
ther out. At the same time that is hap-
pening, we have been reducing our 
funding, and the President has under-
funded this bill appreciably. 

My amendment is very simple. It 
would take $23 million from the com-
mon computing account and move it 
into this line which would help stamp 
out this bug and so many others. There 
is a list of States that this impacts, ev-
erything from the southern U.S. where 
the cactus moth is, all the way up to 
the northeast where the Asian 
longhorned beetle is, and Mr. SCHWARZ 
is going to talk about the effect it is 
having on Michigan. 

Look, I want to upgrade the com-
puters at the Department of Agri-
culture as much as anyone, but a slow 
computer is the least of our problems 
when up against this fellow. I want to 
tell you, as dangerous as this bug is, in 
all truth, this is not life size. It is a lit-
tle bit smaller than this, but this bug 
will continue plowing away through 
our trees. They have already eaten 
4,000 trees in New York City alone, and 
the only way to stop it after a while is 
just to raise entire forests. We simply 
cannot do that. 

In conclusion, let me just say this, 
Mr. Chairman, we have shown that 
when the office of APHIS at the De-
partment of Agriculture goes into a 
problem like they did with the boll 
weevil, jumps into a problem like they 
did with the Asian longhorned beetle in 
Illinois, we can stop this problem, and 
we can do it for relatively pennies on 
the dollar. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, par-

liamentary inquiry. Am I allowed to 
reserve time? 
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The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. MILLER 

of Florida). No. 
Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, in con-

clusion then, this is a chance to spend 
$23 million to save us having to spend 
$268 million. 

I urge you to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the 
Weiner-Schwarz-Maloney-Crowley 
amendment and stamp out the Asian 
longhorned beetle and the other 
invasive species. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman raises 
a very good issue that deserves atten-
tion, but we have done our absolute 
best to fund eradication and control of 
plant pests in the bill before you today 
that we are presenting. The overall 
total for plant pests is $115 million, 
which is $16 million over last year’s 
level. 

The Asian longhorned beetle is at the 
President’s request of $20 million; the 
glassy winged sharpshooter is at $24 
million; emerald ash borer, $20 million, 
more than doubling last year’s level of 
$8 million; citrus response is $39 mil-
lion; sudden oak death, doubled from 
last year to $6 million; and the list 
goes on and on. 

Eradication and control of these 
pests is also supported by emergency 
funding from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation at the discretion of the 
Secretary. The emerald ash borer con-
trol just received $7.5 million from CCC 
last month. 

As for the offset of this amendment, 
it is completely irresponsible to cut 
funding to farmers, rural areas and 
conservation programs for this gentle-
man’s purpose. 

I would imagine that it would not 
just be me, but there would be Mem-
bers from all across America that are 
sensitive to the cuts that are being 
proposed in this amendment. It is not 
just about one district. This is about 
national priorities. 

If the gentleman wishes to look in 
his own district for offsets, New York 
City benefits greatly from the pro-
grams funded by this bill. I heard from 
you and others that funding for the 
Commodity Supplemental Fielding 
Program was a critical need. This bill 
includes $118 million for that program, 
which the President attempted to zero 
out. Of that amount, New York City re-
ceives $7.8 million and about 30,000 peo-
ple receive food as a result. Would the 
gentleman propose that funding for 
that program be cut to fund beetle 
eradication since there is a parochial 
interest in taking money from one 
place and putting it in another? 

The gentleman could also propose 
cuts in funding for WIC, the feeding 
program that we all care about and try 
to take care of every year for at-risk 
women and children, to fund this pri-
ority. This bill before us today includes 
over $5 billion of WIC funding. New 
York receives about $200 million of 
that funding every year for eligible 
women, infants and children. Why are 
beetles more important? What is the 
priority? 

The point is that there are a lot of 
choices that you have to make in put-
ting a bill like this together, and we 
made the choices that we feel are best 
for this country and have been fair to 
every State. So I would ask Members 
to oppose the amendment when it 
comes for a moment. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Weiner-Schwarz amendment 
to boost funding for the Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service by $23 
million to fight invasive species na-
tionwide, all across our country, and 
this additional funding that we are re-
questing is measured, it is responsible. 
It is the difference between what 
APHIS tell us they need to eradicate 
invasive species and what this bill con-
tains. 

My good friend on the other side of 
the aisle calls this a New York issue. 
This is not a New York issue. This is 
across the country, and it addresses 
not only the Asian longhorned beetle, 
but the emerald ash borer, the sudden 
death oak disease, the cactus moth 
that is in the gulf region, the boll wee-
vil that is in the south and has de-
stroyed a lot of the cotton industry, 
and again, this is not what we are re-
questing. It is what the professionals 
are requesting. 

If we are able to stop it in New York 
or Chicago; Chicago has practically 
eradicated the Asian longhorned bee-
tle. Believe me, you do not want this 
moving across the country. It is a ter-
rible, terrible bug. I have got one right 
here, and it is only about an inch long 
with white spots on it. It does not look 
that dangerous, but if it gets into a 
tree, it will completely destroy the 
tree. 

It first appeared in Greenpoint, 
Brooklyn, in my district, and we did 
not detect it, and literally, we had to 
chop down every single tree in a park 
and throughout the neighborhood. We 
are now trying to contain it and to 
keep it out of Central Park. It has 
moved into New Jersey. If we are able 
to contain it in Chicago and New Jer-
sey and New York, then you will not 
have this problem. 

Again, we are not just talking about 
the Asian longhorned beetle. We are 
talking about all invasive species, and 
it is the amount that is requested by 
the professionals in the Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service. 

So this is a responsible bill. Regret-
tably, in New York, we have had to 
chop down over 4,000 trees; 27,000 trees 
have been chopped down across the 
country, and this is really an unaccept-
able price to pay, and that is why we 
need to pass this amendment which 
will provide more funding to fight 
these invasive species. 

I tell you, it is a responsible request. 
We are just backing up what the agen-
cy is asking for, and this is a national 
problem. If we are able to contain it in 
Chicago and New Jersey, then you will 
not have the problem, and as I said, it 

also funds all of the other areas such as 
the sudden oak death and the emerald 
ash borer. I yield the remainder of my 
time to my colleague and friend from 
New York who has worked so hard on 
this issue, and it is so critical to all of 
New York City and State but to your 
States, too. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MALONEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman. 

This was passed on a bipartisan level, 
a similar bump-up amendment, 2 years 
ago. I just want to respond to the 
chairman’s suggestion. 

There is no doubt about it, the chair-
man makes some very difficult choices 
and I think did a very admirable job, 
but he read a long list of programs we 
do not take the money from. It should 
be clear where it comes from. 

It comes from computer upgrades, 
computer upgrades, infrastructure, De-
partment of Agriculture, a very worthy 
thing to do, no doubt about it, but if we 
do not wipe out these invasive species, 
they are going to wipe us out. The vec-
tor is like this. It is a wider and wider 
challenge with each additional year. 

I believe that we need to have the 
highest technology we can in all of our 
agencies, but it is a matter of waiting 
another year to upgrade computers 
rather than trees. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, if we do not fell this 
beetle and other invasive species, they 
will continue to fell our trees across 
our country. 

I have an example here from APHIS 
of the beetle and what to look for if it 
goes to your States so you will know 
about it, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. This is a bi-
partisan amendment, and this is about 
the health and welfare of our economy, 
our environment. 

It has cost us zillions of dollars to 
stop this beetle. We need to stop it now 
or it is only go to cause more economic 
and environmental damage across our 
country. 

So I urge my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to support this important 
amendment. 

Mr. SCHWARZ of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, the emerald ash borer 
started in the State of Michigan, in 
southeast Michigan, probably another 
unwanted import from someplace in 
Southeast Asia where it does not affect 
the ash species, only apparently in 
North America, but it has now killed 
tens of millions of ash trees in the Mid-
west, and the destruction continues. 

It affects the baseball bat industry, 
baseball bats are made from ash; the 
nursery industry; Native American cul-
ture, basket weaving; hardwood floor-
ing and furniture industry; beautifi-
cation projects; et cetera. It has moved 
out from southeast Michigan now to 
central Michigan into the northern 
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part of the State and into the upper pe-
ninsula, Ohio and Indiana and, unfortu-
nately with some nursery trees, into 
the State of Virginia as well. 

It is expected, if we do not go after 
this effectively and aggressively, that 
all the ash trees east of the Mississippi 
River will soon be destroyed by the em-
erald ash borer. For that reason, I sup-
port the Weiner-Schwarz amendment. I 
am hopeful that the chairman will as 
well. 

Michigan State University in my 
State is doing a great deal of research 
and trying to find an easier way than 
the methods now used to exterminate 
this pest. That has not been done yet, 
and as a result, all of the ash trees in 
the United States, but especially those 
east of the Mississippi, are at risk. 

I would say this. We appreciate the 
$20 million. The $20 million is not quite 
enough, and I do not think, unless you 
live in that part of the country, one 
understands the magnitude of what is 
going on with the emerald ash borer. 

If we cannot pass our amendment, I 
would hope the chairman would con-
sider changing the report language in 
the bill to include the lower peninsula 
of Michigan as well as the upper penin-
sula and Indiana and Ohio. For some 
reason yet unknown to me, the lower 
peninsula of Michigan is not in that 
language, but in any event, the emer-
ald ash borer, which is the reason I am 
here and the reason I so strongly sup-
port this amendment, is something 
that has to be eradicated. If it is not 
eradicated, every ash tree in the 
United States itself will be eradicated. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I rise in support of the Weiner- 
Schwarz amendment. I want to thank 
my colleague from New York (Mr. 
WEINER) for all his hard work on this 
important issue on attacking invasive 
species. 

Many people wonder why members of 
the New York City delegation would be 
up here on the Agricultural bill, but 
the issue of invasive species is a serious 
one for Members from rural, suburban 
and urban areas as well. 

For New York City, the pest in ques-
tion is the Asian longhorned beetle, 
and quite frankly, if the Asian 
longhorned beetle were this big, we 
would not be having this debate right 
now. We would all be putting more 
than $48 million per year towards 
eradicating it. But it is much smaller. 
It is about one-and-a-half inches to 2 
inches in length. 

It has been in Queens County since 
1999, where I represent. The Asian 
longhorned beetle has had devastating 
effects on trees in my home County of 
Queens but also of Brooklyn, the 
Bronx, Manhattan, as well as parts of 
Chicago and New Jersey. 

b 1300 

I know this pest has been depriving 
the residents of my constituency in my 
district of precious shade, green space, 
and natural beauty provided by a vari-

ety of trees. This issue is particularly 
serious in an area where trees and 
shades are at a premium, in the County 
of Queens. We have lost almost half of 
the trees that have been lost in New 
York City. 

But besides attacking urban area 
trees, scientists have stated that the 
Asian longhorned beetle is a real 
threat to the hardwood trees of Amer-
ica; and if left unchecked, this pest 
could be more threatening to our Na-
tion’s trees and forests than the Dutch 
elm disease, the gypsy moth cater-
pillar, the chestnut blight combined. 
This beetle would be devastating to our 
timber industry, but let me go to our 
homes and to the breakfast table. This 
invasive species can have a direct im-
pact on the maple syrup industry here 
in America. Imagine, pancakes without 
real maple syrup. That is what this bug 
represents to America right now. 

On this point, I want to thank again 
the Chair and the ranking member for 
including report language in this bill 
recognizing the real threat of the Asian 
longhorned beetle. The report states: 
‘‘The Asian longhorned beetle threat-
ens all hardwood trees, and is of great 
concern to the northeast, particularly 
in New York and New Jersey.’’ 

When this pest was first discovered, I 
called for the assistance of my col-
leagues in this Chamber and you all re-
sponded. I want to acknowledge the 
great work of then-Chairman Skeen 
and now Chairman BONILLA, and then- 
Ranking Member KAPTUR and now 
Ranking Member DELAURO in working 
with me and the City of New York to 
try to address this issue. 

I remember visiting the Heinz family 
of Ridgewood, Queens, who lost some of 
their precious trees to this pest in 1999. 
Due to our hard work here in Wash-
ington, we were able to fund investiga-
tors who searched the trees to look for 
the beetle and worked towards elimi-
nating the problem in this particular 
neighborhood. We were able to replace 
those trees. 

Green space and trees are a vital 
component to the quality of life of my 
constituents both in Queens and the 
Bronx and all the outer boroughs, in-
cluding Manhattan. We can fight this 
invasive species and other pests that 
plague our country, like the emerald 
ash borer, sudden oak death, cactus 
moth and boll weevil, by passing this 
Weiner-Schwarz amendment today. 

In addition to their past support for 
battling the beetle, I also want to 
thank Chairman BONILLA and Ranking 
Member DELAURO for including a pro-
vision in their bill granting the Sec-
retary of the USDA discretion to use 
Commodity Credit Corporation funds 
to combat the beetle. While this provi-
sion is important, it cannot replace the 
need for this amendment, as over the 
past several years OMB has not ap-
proved CCC funding to combat this bee-
tle and work towards its total eradi-
cation. 

That is why I am supporting this 
amendment today to provide a $23 mil-

lion increase to APHIS this year to 
more effectively combat invasive spe-
cies in our country. Please support this 
amendment. It will benefit our con-
stituents in almost every State in the 
country. In fact, I would argue every 
State, if you eat pancakes in the morn-
ing. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

I rise for the purpose of a colloquy 
with the chairman. I want to thank 
you for the good work you and Ranking 
Member DELAURO have done on this 
bill and all the good work you have 
done for agriculture, much of which is 
manifested in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you in par-
ticular for the interest that you have 
paid in regard to the wine industry, 
which is very important not only to 
my district but to the entire State of 
California, now a nearly $50 billion an-
nual industry in California. I know 
that you took the time to come out 
and see it firsthand from the ground 
up, and that is very much appreciated. 

Mr. Chairman, on page 22 of the 
House report, it directs and approves 
the reprogramming of available con-
struction funds away from certain fa-
cilities. The report further states: 
‘‘This reprogramming will be used to 
offset construction costs for other Fed-
eral facilities in those States.’’ 

I would like to get clarification, Mr. 
Chairman, that this language is not in-
tended to imply that the committee 
has decided that these other projects 
are unworthy facilities or that the 
committee has determined that con-
struction funding is no longer war-
ranted. 

Mr. BONILLA. If the gentleman will 
yield, I appreciate the gentleman’s in-
quiry. The bill ensures that previously 
appropriated funds for planning and de-
sign of a new facility will continue to 
be available. This reprogramming is 
not intended to signify that construc-
tion funds are no longer needed. 

Let me also add that I appreciate the 
gentleman’s remarks on my interest in 
the industry. I have enjoyed my tour-
ing of the gentleman’s region of Cali-
fornia and also in Washington and 
would look forward at some point to 
returning. I plan to continue sup-
porting the industry for as long as I am 
here. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman, and I look forward 
to working with you and your staff on 
this and other matters that are impor-
tant to this region in the future. We 
would love to get you back out there to 
see the parts of the industry that you 
didn’t get a chance to see, and I appre-
ciate your continued interest and hard 
work on behalf of this industry. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
WEINER). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 
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Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I de-

mand a recorded vote. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 

clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BUTTERFIELD 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BUTTERFIELD: 
Page 3, line 12, insert after the dollar 

amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$5,000,000)’’. 

Page 3, line 14, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$5,000,000)’’. 

Page 36, line 21, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$5,000,000)’’. 

Page 36, line 22, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$5,000,000)’’. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to offer this amendment 
today on behalf of the 23 rural counties 
that I represent in eastern North Caro-
lina, and I might say that we are also 
the 15th poorest district in the Nation. 
I offer this amendment on behalf of the 
small and low-income and underserved 
rural communities all across America. 

Mr. Chairman, before I continue with 
offering this amendment, I would like 
to say what a fine job that you and 
your staff have done on this bill. You 
were very courteous to me when I dis-
cussed this amendment with you a few 
minutes ago, and I thank you so very 
much. I also would like to thank the 
chairman and the ranking member for 
their spirit of bipartisanship on this 
committee. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my intention to 
support the underlying bill. This 
amendment is offered to respectfully 
bring attention to this particular area 
of need. 

If an individual is driving along 
interstate highway 95, and many of my 
colleagues when they travel south will 
travel that route, if you are driving 
along this interstate highway and you 
find yourself in an unfortunate colli-
sion, the odds are very likely that the 
emergency vehicles that respond to 
your situation were financed through 
the Community Facilities Account in 
Rural Development. 

In all likelihood, the fire station and 
the police station and other facilities 
in the rural community that support 
these vehicles came from this account. 
Community Facilities, or CF as we call 
it, provides low-interest, long-term 
loans to rural towns and cities for 
buildings and emergency vehicles and 
other items. These loans are a net posi-
tive to the Federal Government over 
the life of the loan, and they have an 
exceptionally low default rate because 
the recipient is a local governmental 
entity. Because the funding is lever-
aged, a $5 million increase in this ac-
count will result in approximately $28 
million in increased lending to local 
counties, cities, and towns. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize that funding 
is tight this fiscal year. We all know 

that. But a small amount of money 
will allow a disproportionately large 
amount of lending to small commu-
nities across America to develop crit-
ical infrastructure that will save lives. 
So on behalf of the rural communities 
across America, I urge the adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to oppose the amendment. 

The amendment proposes to cut fund-
ing for computers and information 
technology for NRCS and to add fund-
ing for the Rural Community pro-
grams. 

The gentleman did not include this 
funding level as a priority to the sub-
committee prior to this bill coming to 
the floor. The bill provides over $49 
million for the Rural Community pro-
grams, which is an increase of $6 mil-
lion over the President’s request. 

We had to make some tough deci-
sions within our funding allocation, 
and I do not believe we should cut the 
Natural Resources Conservation Serv-
ice to provide an additional increase 
for the Rural Community programs. So 
we have dealt with this issue in the 
committee, and we feel like we have 
done the best we can. Therefore, I rise 
to oppose this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUTTERFIELD). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer, $5,991,000: Provided, 
That no funds made available by this appro-
priation may be obligated for FAIR Act or 
Circular A–76 activities until the Secretary 
has submitted to the Committees on Appro-
priations of both Houses of Congress and the 
Committee on Government Reform of the 
House of Representatives a report on the De-
partment’s contracting out policies, includ-
ing agency budgets for contracting out. 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
CIVIL RIGHTS 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil 
Rights, $836,000. 

OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS 
For necessary expenses of the Office of 

Civil Rights, $22,650,000. 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 

ADMINISTRATION 
For necessary salaries and expenses of the 

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Admin-
istration, $736,000. 
AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND 

RENTAL PAYMENTS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For payment of space rental and related 
costs pursuant to Public Law 92–313, includ-
ing authorities pursuant to the 1984 delega-
tion of authority from the Administrator of 
General Services to the Department of Agri-
culture under 40 U.S.C. 486, for programs and 
activities of the Department which are in-
cluded in this Act, and for alterations and 
other actions needed for the Department and 
its agencies to consolidate unneeded space 
into configurations suitable for release to 
the Administrator of General Services, and 

for the operation, maintenance, improve-
ment, and repair of Agriculture buildings 
and facilities, and for related costs, 
$209,814,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $155,851,000 shall be avail-
able for payments to the General Services 
Administration for rent and the Department 
of Homeland Security for building security: 
Provided, That amounts which are made 
available for space rental and related costs 
for the Department of Agriculture in this 
Act may be transferred between such appro-
priations to cover the costs of additional, 
new, or replacement space 15 days after no-
tice thereof is transmitted to the Appropria-
tions Committees of both Houses of Con-
gress. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY OF 
MINNESOTA 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. KENNEDY 
of Minnesota: 

Page 5, line 15, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$500,000)’’. 

Page 13, line 6, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$500,000)’’. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, let me first of all thank the 
chairman of the committee and the 
great committee itself for the wonder-
ful job they are doing with a very dif-
ficult task in a tight budget year of 
balancing so many priorities, and I 
commend them on the job that they 
have done. 

I do rise today as someone who did 
not live in a town of more than 500 
until after I graduated from high 
school. I understand the unique chal-
lenges that our rural communities 
face, and one of those challenges that 
has emerged in the last few years is the 
growing shortfall of qualified veteri-
narians serving in rural practice. 

This shortage is particularly trou-
bling because vets provide critical 
services that help make our country’s 
food security and disease management 
systems the envy of the world. Veteri-
narians in rural communities are our 
front line of defense against biosecu-
rity outbreaks, like avian influenza, 
SARS, BSE, West Nile virus, and oth-
ers. 

The need to prevent such outbreaks 
and identify new biohazards before 
they endanger our food supply makes it 
crucial that we have qualified vets 
working in our rural communities. 
However, over the last few years, the 
rising cost of veterinary education has 
led to a critical shortfall of new vets 
entering into practice in lower-paying 
underserved areas. 

b 1315 

According to the American Veteri-
nary Medical Association, in 2005, the 
average new vet had over $88,000 in 
debt from their education, and more 
than one-third of the graduates had 
debt over $100,000. As a result, new vets 
face loan repayments that amount to 
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nearly a third of their monthly sala-
ries, forcing many to go into higher- 
paying smaller animal practices in-
stead of the large animal, food-supply 
related service in our rural areas. 

Worse yet, statistics show that the 
shortage of food-supply vets is growing 
by 4 percent a year with an anticipated 
13 percent shortage for cattle and 
swine veterinarians and a 19 percent 
shortage for vets involved in Federal 
animal inspections. 

To address this shortfall, in Decem-
ber 2003, the National Veterinary Med-
ical Service Act was signed into law. 
The bill authorizes the Secretary of 
Agriculture to exchange payment of a 
vet’s educational loans for service in 
critical shortage areas such as rural, 
public health and inner city practices. 

Although the act had nearly unani-
mous support when passed into law, 
today Congress has only appropriated 
$500,000 for this pilot program in last 
year’s agriculture appropriations con-
ference report, and I thank the chair-
man for that. The amount is far too 
short of the act’s authorizing level, but 
veterinarian professionals like the 
American Veterinary Medical Associa-
tion believe it is vital to encouraging 
more vets to enter into practices crit-
ical to our Nation’s food security. 

That is why I am offering an amend-
ment to again fund this program at 
$500,000, the same as enacted in last 
year’s bill. The offset for this funding 
would come from the Agriculture 
Buildings Facilities and Rental Pay-
ments Account which is set to increase 
at over $24 million to nearly $210 mil-
lion next year. 

We must provide much-needed re-
sources in the area of work dedicated 
to combating the threat of economic, 
human and animal loss. I again ac-
knowledge the difficult task the chair-
man faces and the commendable job 
they have done in balancing those pri-
orities, but I encourage all Members to 
support my amendment, which is en-
dorsed by the Veterinary Medical Asso-
ciation, so we have a strong defense 
against all disease outbreaks through-
out the country. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, first let me say, I 
want to commend Mr. KENNEDY for his 
hard work on this issue. He is a great 
Member of the House and is destined 
and on his way to doing greater things 
for the State of Minnesota. 

However, I reluctantly rise to oppose 
the amendment, and I think if the gen-
tleman will listen to my reasons, he 
will understand why. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not that we are 
against the issue; it is that there is no 
place to put the money that the gen-
tleman is proposing. The gentleman 
does accurately point out that the Sen-
ate provided funding for this program 
in fiscal year 2006, and we agreed to 
fund this in the conference. The Sen-
ate-passed bill had $1 million for this 
program, and we agreed to $500,000. 

However, adding more money to this 
program will have zero effect. This is a 

brand new program. The USDA is only 
currently deciding how to set this pro-
gram up because they do not run a stu-
dent loan repayment program. The de-
partment has coordinated a working 
group, and they are only now reviewing 
a draft management proposal. USDA 
wants to ensure that this program is 
thought out. Rules and regulations will 
have to be drafted and finalized, and 
the USDA estimates it is going to be 
about 18 months before this program is 
in place. 

My point is fiscal year 2007 will have 
passed before this program is in place. 
We have a hard enough time keeping 
ongoing programs adequately funded. I 
know the gentleman appreciates that. 

So, again, just to emphasize, even if 
I stood up here and agreed to the gen-
tleman’s amendment, the money would 
go into limbo and would not be used for 
what the gentleman wants it to be used 
for. I would urge the gentleman to 
withdraw his amendment because we 
can work together to make sure that 
this thing works properly. 

This is the fiscal year 2007 appropria-
tions bill for agriculture, and there is 
absolutely nothing that they can do 
with this money for at least 18 months. 
So it is not a prudent way to proceed. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONILLA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Would 
the gentleman stipulate that the pre-
viously appropriated funds are going to 
be sufficient to cover any amounts 
going under this program during fiscal 
year 2007? 

Mr. BONILLA. Yes, because until 
they can develop the rules, regulations 
and how it is going to work, there is 
nothing they can spend money the 
money on. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. At the 
chairman’s request, I will withdraw my 
amendment under the agreement that 
in the future and once this program 
has been further defined by the USDA, 
that we work together to make sure 
that it becomes funded at the level nec-
essary to ensure that we have large 
animal veterinarians out in our rural 
areas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Absolutely. 
Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. I ask 

unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 18 offered by Mr. HOLT: 
Page 5, line 15, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $3,145,000)’’. 
Page 17, line 14, after the dollar amount, 

insert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$3,145,000)’’. 

Page 17, line 24, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$3,145,000)’’. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
offer an amendment to the bill that 
will increase funding for organic tran-
sitions. It should come as no surprise; 
in fact, we have talked about it already 
this morning, that the demand for nat-
ural pesticide-free and chemical-free 
foods has been increasing dramatically 
in the United States. In fact, the De-
partment of Agriculture says this part, 
this sector of the industry, is growing 
at 20 percent per year. 

And yet funding for a critical govern-
ment program to help farmers make 
the transition to organic farming has 
remained quite small and flat year 
after year. 

The Organic Transitions Program is 
a competitive grants program estab-
lished as part of the Cooperative Re-
search and Extension Service. The na-
tional program has been very impor-
tant to organic farming, to organic 
farmers and farms, and to fund re-
search to assist the farmers in over-
coming the barriers and making the 
transition into organic production. 

This will help farmers, and it does 
today, help farmers optimize manage-
ment of organic matter, soil fertility, 
research in pests and in crop health. 
Farmers have been funded to imple-
ment pest management programs for 
use in blueberry production. Another 
study has been funded to look at or-
ganic weed suppression. 

Organic agriculture, indeed, is com-
ing of age. But still, there is a need for 
research under the Department of Agri-
culture to help in the transition. De-
spite the surge in demand for organic 
products, the research into the transi-
tion, the research to assist the farmers 
in making the transition into organic 
farming methods has been holding 
steady at just under $2 million for the 
last several fiscal years. Well, spread 
over 50 States for agricultural research 
and extension services, obviously that 
is not keeping up. 

So today I am offering with my col-
leagues from Iowa, Oregon and Wis-
consin, Mr. LEACH, Mr. DEFAZIO and 
Mr. KIND, an amendment to increase 
the funding of the organic transitions 
program from $1.8 million to $5 million. 

I am very much aware of the hard 
work that the chairman and the com-
mittee have put into squeezing every 
dollar out of their bill to get the best 
effect. However, I must say I was star-
tled to find that the funding for this 
important program was not increased a 
bit even though this sector of agri-
culture in the United States is growing 
at 20 percent a year, and the demand 
for this very program is growing very 
rapidly. 

So this amendment has the enthusi-
astic support of the National Organic 
Coalition, the Organic Trade Associa-
tion, the northeast and other chapters 
of the Organic Farming Association, 
and many in the farming community. 

And without this additional organic 
research funding, the farming commu-
nity simply will not be able to keep 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 07:25 Nov 16, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H23MY6.REC H23MY6C
C

O
LE

M
A

N
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
71

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3060 May 23, 2006 
pace with the ever-growing demand for 
pesticide-free and chemical-free or-
ganic agricultural products. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
favor of this amendment. I ask for its 
approval. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. The amendment pro-
poses to increase the organic transi-
tions program by over $3 million. This 
represents, and I ask for all of my col-
leagues to get this, a 175 percent in-
crease over the current funding level. 
This amendment is not even reason-
able. 

We struggle every day when we put a 
bill like this together to squeeze every 
last penny that we can to be fiscally 
responsible and to take care of requests 
that Members have. So to come to the 
floor with an amendment that has a 175 
percent increase is unreasonable. It is 
not good government. I would urge 
Members to vote ‘‘no.’’ If this amend-
ment even passes with this funding 
level, it would be unsustainable in con-
ference. I do not understand, what is 
the point? 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to 
the chairman of the subcommittee, and 
I know he has a very tough task given 
the allocation that he has to work with 
under the budget, but this amendment 
is not only necessary, it is fair and rea-
sonable. 

The offset would be from the facili-
ties account which is increased even 
more than 175 percent from our cal-
culation. 

But the reason it is fair is because 
the organic industry today commands 
well over 2 percent of market share in 
this country. As my friend from New 
Jersey indicated, they have been grow-
ing on average 20 percent every year. 
The demand is growing even faster 
than that. Yet under agriculture appro-
priations funding, they are receiving 
approximately 0.2 percent of the fund-
ing under the agriculture bill even 
though they command well over 2 per-
cent of market share. 

What we are saying is that the or-
ganic industry is here and it is time to 
start treating them more fairly. They 
are growing and commanding a bigger 
share. Consumer demand exists, and 
that is why I am proud to offer this 
amendment with the gentleman from 
New Jersey, along with our colleagues, 
Mr. LEACH and Mr. DEFAZIO. 

I personally have witnessed this 
growth in my congressional district in 
western Wisconsin, which has more or-
ganic producers than anywhere else in 
the entire country. In fact, it is the 
home of Organic Valley which has seen 
their sales increase, on average, rough-
ly 50 percent every year. Last year 
alone, Organic Valley had an increase 
by 173 in the membership of their coop, 
bringing their total number up to 730. 
Today, based on a recent communica-
tion I had with them, they have over 

600 applicants wanting to join Organic 
Valley and the cooperative, so they can 
sell their organic products. 

But as we know, the transition to or-
ganic is very difficult, very expensive 
and it is very lengthy. The transition 
is a 3-year period where they see a tre-
mendous drop in income during that 
time period until they are certified or-
ganic. That is why I think this amend-
ment addresses a very specific need 
that exists, and it is helping with the 
transition costs into organic by the 
competitive grants that this amend-
ment would offer. The increase in fund-
ing is something that I think is long 
overdue. 

I think we in this body need to recog-
nize the growing strength and the im-
pact that organic is having in the mar-
ket today. But this is not a question 
that organic is scientifically more 
healthy. We are not alleging that. 

What organic represents is a choice: 
A choice that producers get to make on 
how they want to work their own 
lands, and a choice that consumers can 
make when it comes time to buying 
products for themselves and their fami-
lies, and more and more consumers are 
choosing organic. In fact, more and 
more large retailers throughout the 
country are choosing to offer organic 
products on their shelves, and this will 
only continue to grow. Therefore, the 
demand will continue to grow, and the 
necessity for this amendment will cer-
tainly grow. 

That is why I am hoping as we move 
forward with the reauthorization of the 
next farm bill in the next session of 
Congress, we will be able to engage the 
chairman of the subcommittee and 
other Members of this Congress in rec-
ognizing the growing need and vitality 
that exists in the organic industry 
today, and that we will be able to do 
some innovative and creative things to 
assist organic producers, but especially 
those smaller producers that are mak-
ing that difficult and expensive transi-
tion into organic today so that there is 
a place in the farm bill for short-term 
assistance to enable them to make it. 

But we can take an important step 
today by supporting this amendment, 
again with the appropriate offset that 
we have identified, which is a lot less 
than the increase in funding under this 
transition program. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KIND. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOLT. The gentleman from Wis-
consin, I am sure, is fully aware of the 
fact that the Department of Agri-
culture’s Cooperative State Research 
and Extension Service has been one of 
the things that has made agriculture in 
America great and has made it success-
ful. 

What we are talking about is a high-
ly competitive grant program under 
that service. This is not any give-away. 
This is something that advances the 
understanding and advances the agri-
cultural science. The chairman makes 

it sounds like we are talking about a 
whooping amount of money, $5 million. 
We are talking about agricultural serv-
ices all over the country; every State is 
involved in organic agriculture now. 
This is an important increase, but this 
is not a whooping, prohibitive increase. 

b 1330 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 
my time, the organic industry has 
never come before the Congress asking 
for a heck of a lot. That has been the 
history of them. God bless them for 
doing so. This is one small program in 
the overall agriculture appropriations 
bill that they have come to us asking 
for greater assistance, because their 
need has grown exponentially. 

We believe that with the appropriate 
offset we have identified, moving from 
roughly $1.8 million in these competi-
tive grants up to $5 million will help 
relieve a little pent up pressure in that 
need that exists today. Because the or-
ganic industry has the potential of 
growing much faster and much larger 
than it is, even in recent years. I en-
courage my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
New Jersey as well as the gentleman 
from Wisconsin for their statements in 
support of the organic transitions pro-
gram. 

As someone who has traveled the 
country, I can tell you that organic 
food growers are an emerging sector in 
agriculture. Mr. KIND pointed out that 
they now are at 2 percent. 

I can tell you that all around this 
country there are many people getting 
into organic agriculture. What that 
means is that there needs to be struc-
tures in place to facilitate the growth 
of organic agriculture, which is just 
what this amendment will do. 

I think we can look at it as emerging 
small business persons as well. These 
are individuals who believe in sustain-
ability. These are individuals who be-
lieve in the American dream of being 
able to farm a plot of land and do it in 
a way that is consistent with a high 
quality, something that we ought to all 
be proud of. It is something that af-
fects many Congressional districts in 
certainly every State. 

I wanted to add my voice to support 
the efforts of Mr. HOLT, Mr. KIND and 
others who understand that the organic 
transition program is something that 
is going to help the organic industry 
grow. It is good for the industry, and it 
is good for American agriculture, and 
it is good for our ability to keep grow-
ing our economy as we grow with the 
growth of the organic industry. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I won’t take all of my 
time, I just want to lend my support to 
this amendment as a State in which we 
are seeing increasing efforts in terms 
of organic farming, and having visited 
those efforts, myself and understanding 
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the concerns that they have in making 
these kinds of transitions with the 
kinds of movement of the American 
public that is moving in this direction. 

I just wanted to associate myself 
with the words of my colleagues and 
support the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
HOLT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Department 
of Agriculture, to comply with the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. 9601 
et seq.) and the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.), 
$12,020,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That appropriations and 
funds available herein to the Department for 
Hazardous Materials Management may be 
transferred to any agency of the Department 
for its use in meeting all requirements pur-
suant to the above Acts on Federal and non- 
Federal lands. 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For Departmental Administration, 
$24,114,000, to provide for necessary expenses 
for management support services to offices 
of the Department and for general adminis-
tration, security, repairs and alterations, 
and other miscellaneous supplies and ex-
penses not otherwise provided for and nec-
essary for the practical and efficient work of 
the Department: Provided, That this appro-
priation shall be reimbursed from applicable 
appropriations in this Act for travel ex-
penses incident to the holding of hearings as 
required by 5 U.S.C. 551–558. 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For necessary salaries and expenses of the 

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Con-
gressional Relations to carry out the pro-
grams funded by this Act, including pro-
grams involving intergovernmental affairs 
and liaison within the executive branch, 
$3,940,000: Provided, That these funds may be 
transferred to agencies of the Department of 
Agriculture funded by this Act to maintain 
personnel at the agency level: Provided fur-
ther, That no funds made available by this 
appropriation may be obligated after 30 days 
from the date of enactment of this Act, un-
less the Secretary has notified the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of both Houses of 
Congress on the allocation of these funds by 
USDA agency: Provided further, That no 
other funds appropriated to the Department 
by this Act shall be available to the Depart-
ment for support of activities of congres-
sional relations. 

OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS 
For necessary expenses to carry out serv-

ices relating to the coordination of programs 
involving public affairs, for the dissemina-
tion of agricultural information, and the co-
ordination of information, work, and pro-
grams authorized by Congress in the Depart-
ment, $9,695,000: Provided, That not to exceed 
$2,000,000 may be used for farmers’ bulletins. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Inspector General, including employment 
pursuant to the Inspector General Act of 

1978, $82,493,000, including such sums as may 
be necessary for contracting and other ar-
rangements with public agencies and private 
persons pursuant to section 6(a)(9) of the In-
spector General Act of 1978, and including 
not to exceed $125,000 for certain confidential 
operational expenses, including the payment 
of informants, to be expended under the di-
rection of the Inspector General pursuant to 
Public Law 95–452 and section 1337 of Public 
Law 97–98. 

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

General Counsel, $40,455,000. 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Research, 
Education and Economics to administer the 
laws enacted by the Congress for the Eco-
nomic Research Service, the National Agri-
cultural Statistics Service, the Agricultural 
Research Service, and the Cooperative State 
Research, Education, and Extension Service, 
$651,000. 

ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 
For necessary expenses of the Economic 

Research Service in conducting economic re-
search and analysis, $80,963,000. 
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 

For necessary expenses of the National Ag-
ricultural Statistics Service in conducting 
statistical reporting and service work, 
$148,719,000, of which up to $36,582,000 shall be 
available until expended for the Census of 
Agriculture. 

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY 
OF MINNESOTA 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 17 offered by Mr. KENNEDY 
of Minnesota: 

Page 9, line 10, insert after the first dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$500,000)’’. 

Page 19, line 8, insert after the first dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$500,000)’’. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, as a representative from 
Minnesota’s largest dairy-producing re-
gion, I have been a strong advocate for 
working with the Federal Government 
to protect my State’s dairy producers 
and ranchers. 

With 30,000 cattle producers rep-
resenting a $2 billion industry in the 
State of Minnesota, I take very seri-
ously any potential threat to the via-
bility of the livestock sector in my 
State. The continued spread of bovine 
tuberculosis in cattle throughout Min-
nesota and other States poses a major 
risk of devastation to herds across the 
country. 

So far this year, five beef cattle herds 
have tested positive for bovine tuber-
culosis in Minnesota. During the same 
period, seven beef and dairy herds in 
Michigan, and one dairy heard in Ari-
zona have contracted the disease. 

While some may believe that these 
outbreaks are the exception rather 
than the rule, it should be noted that 
several other States, including Cali-
fornia, New Mexico and Texas have 
seen outbreaks in their herds. In fact, 

back in 2000, the USDA Secretary 
Glickman authorized over $44 million 
in emergency funds to expand TB 
eradication in Texas, Michigan and 
elsewhere. 

States are responsible for the lion’s 
share of the cost of dealing with these 
outbreaks. Not only must they combat 
the spread of bovine TB in livestock, 
but they must also make do with the 
shortage of limited Federal funds for 
indemnity payments to the ranchers 
and dairy producers. 

The scope of the problem is evident 
at USDA’s Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, APHIS, where the 
limited funding for the bovine TB 
eradication program has been strained 
so severely that no indemnity money is 
left for the rest of this fiscal year. In 
fact, as a result of the most recent 
herds testing positive for bovine TB, 
USDA has had to find an additional $1.5 
million above what has been appro-
priated for the bovine TB program for 
this year. 

This has resulted in delays, threatens 
animal health and increases costs for 
our farmers and ranchers who are now 
reluctant. They are reluctant to test 
their herds unless they are confident 
that indemnity money is available. 

Simply put, this is not acceptable. 
That is why I am offering an amend-
ment today that calls for a $500,000 in-
crease in APHIS TB’s eradication pro-
gram. Such an increase was specifi-
cally referenced in the meeting that I 
had with APHIS Administrator 
DeHaven just last week. 

My amendment, which is endorsed by 
the National Cattlemen’s Beef Associa-
tion, would mean that the total of $17.2 
million would be appropriated for this 
year to deal with tuberculosis out-
breaks in fiscal 2007. The offset for this 
funding would come from the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service, which 
has provided an increase of $9 million 
this year to a total of $145 million. 

I, again, commend the chairman for 
the difficult balancing act that he has 
and a difficult tight year, but I encour-
age all Members to support my amend-
ment so that all ranchers and dairy 
farmers, dairy producers, receive the 
resources they need to combat this re-
silient and destructive disease. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with great reluc-
tance I rise to oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment, because the gentleman is 
such a distinguished Member. But we 
have funded the bovine TB program at 
$16.7 million, the same as the Presi-
dent’s request. That is $1.8 million over 
the current level. So it is not like we 
haven’t tried to address this issue. 

We have challenges in fighting TB, 
but we feel like the resources provided 
can meet those challenges for now. If 
indemnity funds are exhausted in the 
current year, the Secretary can then 
access emergency funds. 

So we do feel that this issue that the 
gentleman is concerned about, the con-
cerns could be addressed. We certainly 
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would be willing to work with the De-
partment and the gentleman if there is 
a greater need that we currently don’t 
foresee. 

The gentleman also proposes to cut 
funds for the National Agriculture Sta-
tistics Service. Those funds are for the 
purposes of agriculture and agriculture 
estimates. The census of agriculture 
does have an increase this year because 
it is a 5-year cycle and has up and down 
years. We are headed up to a census. 

If you cut agricultural estimates, 
you decrease the USDA’s ability to 
provide quality agriculture data. That 
data affects cash receipts to America’s 
farms and ranches and exceeds $200 bil-
lion annually. The estimates must be 
precise; for example, a 1 cent change in 
the average corn price can result in the 
change of more than $110 million in 
counter-cyclical payments. 

That is why I oppose the amendment. 
I know the gentleman can see my 
points very clearly and also the earlier 
point I made that it is not like we are 
not trying to address the gentleman’s 
concerns and feel like, again, that we 
have increased this line item. There is 
additional money available, if there is 
a problem that emerges, so we are on 
your side, would be my quote to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONILLA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, the concern that we have, 
having met with the administrator, the 
funds have run out for this year some 
time ago. They have other diseases 
where they have sort of known expira-
tion funds that they can give assur-
ance. 

But there is no assurance that funds 
would be released by OMB from CCC to 
provide this. Our farmers are telling 
us, as you know, farmers can take time 
to be concerned, that they just don’t 
even want to test their animals be-
cause they know there isn’t assured in-
demnity funds out there. So given the 
current status we are at today, where 
we are out of indemnity funds, farmers 
are concerned that their concern and 
their lack of confidence in the program 
being there could result in them mak-
ing decisions that would delay identi-
fication of TB. 

I recognize the issues that the chair-
man has brought up, but I do believe 
that given the heightened importance 
of this, that I think we need to pro-
ceed. I would also point out, as I men-
tioned, that when Texas was vitally 
concerned, we had $44 million back in 
2000. Yes I do commend the increase, 
but I do believe this further increase 
remains being called for. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would further em-
phasize CCC funds could be used if they 
are needed to address this. So we feel 
like, again, we are doing all we can to 
address this issue at this time. That is 
why I am opposing the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 

the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
KENNEDY). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota will be 
postponed. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses to enable the Agri-

cultural Research Service to perform agri-
cultural research and demonstration relating 
to production, utilization, marketing, and 
distribution (not otherwise provided for); 
home economics or nutrition and consumer 
use including the acquisition, preservation, 
and dissemination of agricultural informa-
tion; and for acquisition of lands by dona-
tion, exchange, or purchase at a nominal 
cost not to exceed $100, and for land ex-
changes where the lands exchanged shall be 
of equal value or shall be equalized by a pay-
ment of money to the grantor which shall 
not exceed 25 percent of the total value of 
the land or interests transferred out of Fed-
eral ownership, $1,057,603,000, of which 
$2,350,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That appropriations here-
under shall be available for the operation 
and maintenance of aircraft and the pur-
chase of not to exceed one for replacement 
only: Provided further, That appropriations 
hereunder shall be available pursuant to 7 
U.S.C. 2250 for the construction, alteration, 
and repair of buildings and improvements, 
but unless otherwise provided, the cost of 
constructing any one building shall not ex-
ceed $375,000, except for headhouses or green-
houses which shall each be limited to 
$1,200,000, and except for 10 buildings to be 
constructed or improved at a cost not to ex-
ceed $750,000 each, and the cost of altering 
any one building during the fiscal year shall 
not exceed 10 percent of the current replace-
ment value of the building or $375,000, which-
ever is greater: Provided further, That the 
limitations on alterations contained in this 
Act shall not apply to modernization or re-
placement of existing facilities at Beltsville, 
Maryland: Provided further, That appropria-
tions hereunder shall be available for grant-
ing easements at the Beltsville Agricultural 
Research Center: Provided further, That the 
foregoing limitations shall not apply to re-
placement of buildings needed to carry out 
the Act of April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 113a): Pro-
vided further, That the foregoing limitations 
shall not apply to the purchase of land at 
Florence, South Carolina: Provided further, 
That funds may be received from any State, 
other political subdivision, organization, or 
individual for the purpose of establishing or 
operating any research facility or research 
project of the Agricultural Research Service, 
as authorized by law: Provided further, That 
the Secretary, through the Agricultural Re-
search Service, or successor, is authorized to 
lease approximately 40 acres of land at the 
Central Plains Experiment Station, Nunn, 
Colorado, to the Board of Governors of the 
Colorado State University System, for its 
Shortgrass Steppe Biological Field Station, 
on such terms and conditions as the Sec-
retary deems in the public interest: Provided 
further, That the Secretary understands that 
it is the intent of the University to construct 
research and educational buildings on the 

subject acreage and to conduct agricultural 
research and educational activities in these 
buildings: Provided further, That as consider-
ation for a lease, the Secretary may accept 
the benefits of mutual cooperative research 
to be conducted by the Colorado State Uni-
versity and the Government at the 
Shortgrass Steppe Biological Field Station: 
Provided further, That the term of any lease 
shall be for no more than 20 years, but a 
lease may be renewed at the option of the 
Secretary on such terms and conditions as 
the Secretary deems in the public interest: 
Provided further, That the Agricultural Re-
search Service may convey all rights and 
title of the United States, to a parcel of land 
comprising 19 acres, more or less, located in 
Section 2, Township 18 North, Range 14 East 
in Oktibbeha County, Mississippi, originally 
conveyed by the Board of Trustees of the In-
stitution of Higher Learning of the State of 
Mississippi, and described in instruments re-
corded in Deed Book 306 at pages 553–554, 
Deed Book 319 at page 219, and Deed Book 33 
at page 115, of the public land records of 
Oktibbeha County, Mississippi, including fa-
cilities, and fixed equipment, to the Mis-
sissippi State University, Starkville, Mis-
sissippi, in their ‘‘as is’’ condition, when va-
cated by the Agricultural Research Service: 
Provided further, That none of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading shall be avail-
able to carry out research related to the pro-
duction, processing, or marketing of tobacco 
or tobacco products. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

For acquisition of land, construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration, 
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities 
as necessary to carry out the agricultural re-
search programs of the Department of Agri-
culture, where not otherwise provided, 
$140,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, 
AND EXTENSION SERVICE 

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES 

For payments to agricultural experiment 
stations, for cooperative forestry and other 
research, for facilities, and for other ex-
penses, $651,606,000, as follows: to carry out 
the provisions of the Hatch Act of 1887 (7 
U.S.C. 361a–i), $183,275,000; for grants for co-
operative forestry research (16 U.S.C. 582a 
through a–7), $22,668,000; for payments to the 
1890 land-grant colleges, including Tuskegee 
University and West Virginia State Univer-
sity (7 U.S.C. 3222), $38,331,000, of which 
$1,507,496 shall be made available only for the 
purpose of ensuring that each institution 
shall receive no less than $1,000,000; for spe-
cial grants for agricultural research (7 U.S.C. 
450i(c)), $103,471,000; for special grants for ag-
ricultural research on improved pest control 
(7 U.S.C. 450i(c)), $14,952,000; for competitive 
research grants (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)), $190,000,000; 
for the support of animal health and disease 
programs (7 U.S.C. 3195), $5,006,000; for sup-
plemental and alternative crops and prod-
ucts (7 U.S.C. 3319d), $1,175,000; for grants for 
research pursuant to the Critical Agricul-
tural Materials Act (7 U.S.C. 178 et seq.), 
$1,091,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; for the 1994 research grants program 
for 1994 institutions pursuant to section 536 
of Public Law 103–382 (7 U.S.C. 301 note), 
$1,250,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; for rangeland research grants (7 
U.S.C. 3333), $1,000,000; for higher education 
graduate fellowship grants (7 U.S.C. 
3152(b)(6)), $4,455,000, to remain available 
until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); for higher 
education challenge grants (7 U.S.C. 
3152(b)(1)), $5,445,000; for a higher education 
multicultural scholars program (7 U.S.C. 
3152(b)(5)), $988,000 to remain available until 
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expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); for an education 
grants program for Hispanic-serving Institu-
tions (7 U.S.C. 3241), $5,940,000; for a sec-
ondary agriculture education program and 2- 
year post-secondary education (7 U.S.C. 
3152(j)), $990,000; for aquaculture grants (7 
U.S.C. 3322), $3,956,000; for sustainable agri-
culture research and education (7 U.S.C. 
5811), $12,196,000; for a program of capacity 
building grants (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(4)) to col-
leges eligible to receive funds under the Act 
of August 30, 1890 (7 U.S.C. 321–326 and 328), 
including Tuskegee University and West Vir-
ginia State University, $12,375,000, to remain 
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); for 
payments to the 1994 Institutions pursuant 
to section 534(a)(1) of Public Law 103–382, 
$3,000,000; for resident instruction grants for 
insular areas under section 1491 of the Na-
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3363), 
$500,000; and for necessary expenses of Re-
search and Education Activities, $39,542,000, 
of which $2,723,000 for the Research, Edu-
cation, and Economics Information System 
and $2,151,000 for the Electronic Grants Infor-
mation System, are to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be available to carry out research related to 
the production, processing, or marketing of 
tobacco or tobacco products: Provided fur-
ther, That this paragraph shall not apply to 
research on the medical, biotechnological, 
food, and industrial uses of tobacco. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO 
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. DELAURO: 
Page 13, line 6, insert after the dollar 

amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$25,000,000)’’. 

Page 36, line 21, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$229,303,000)’’. 

Page 48, line 26, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$12,000,000)’’. 

Page 50, line 6, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$23,000,000)’’. 

Page 51, line 23, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$10,000,000)’’. 

Page 52, line 7, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$6,697,000)’’. 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), add the following new sections: 

‘‘SEC. ll. In addition to amounts other-
wise provided by this Act, there is hereby ap-
propriated to the Secretary the following 
amounts for the following purposes: 

‘‘(1) For biorefinery grants authorized by 
section 9003 of the Farm Security and Rural 
Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8103), 
$50,000,000. 

‘‘(2) For grants under the energy audit and 
renewable energy development program au-
thorized by section 9005 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
8105), $10,000,000. 

‘‘(3) For payments under the bioenergy 
program authorized by section 9010 of such 
Act (7 U.S.C. 8108), and notwithstanding sub-
section (c)(2) of such section, $120,000,000. 

‘‘(4) For grants under the Biomass Re-
search and Development Initiative author-
ized by section 307 of the Biomass Research 
and Development Act of 2000 (7 U.S.C. 7624), 
$14,000,000. 

‘‘SEC. ll. In the case of taxpayers with 
income in excess of $1,000,000, for the cal-
endar year beginning in 2007, the amount of 
tax reduction resulting from enactment of 
Public Law 107–16, Public Law 108–27, and 
Public Law 108–311 shall be reduced by 1.21 
percent.’’. 

Ms. DELAURO. (During the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-

serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A point of 
order is reserved. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment seeks to address energy 
and rural development needs. We have 
become all too aware in recent years of 
the growing divide between rural 
Americans and other parts of our na-
tion. Rural America has 90 percent of 
the country’s poorest counties, a pov-
erty rate of over 14 percent, and the 
number of farms in the United States 
has declined by two-thirds over the 
past 7 decades. Crop prices are low. 
Subsidies are eroding deepening digital 
divide. The opportunities for oppor-
tunity in rural America are slim. 

In offering the amendment, I believe 
we could begin to meet a variety of 
rural development needs. From waste 
and water grants and community facil-
ity grants to funding for broadband ex-
pansion and renewable energy infra-
structure, the amendment would raise 
the total water and waste grant pro-
gram in the bill to $689 million, an in-
crease of 44 percent over the bill, high-
er than any of the years since at least 
fiscal year 1996. These are the kinds of 
community facilities which help com-
munities, that provide direct loans to 
them to build libraries, medical facili-
ties, daycare centers. The funds help 
small rural communities meet EPA 
Clean Water Act requirements, lower 
water costs for homeowners and busi-
nesses, helping lower-income smaller 
communities get funds they need. 

USDA has left grant applications 
with $497 million from 536 communities 
unfunded at the end of fiscal year 2005 
because it had used up the funds appro-
priated for the program. This happens 
year after year. We have got to start 
doing better. I believe this amendment 
helps us to do that. 

Let me focus on energy for a mo-
ment. The single most significant ac-
tion this committee could take to im-
prove the prospects for rural and na-
tional economies would be to make a 
strong commitment to renewable en-
ergy. There are several programs in the 
2002 farm bill, last year’s energy bill, 
funded through the agricultural appro-
priations bill that offer us this opening 
to look at meaningful incentives for re-
newal energy, production, consumption 
and infrastructure. 

b 1345 
We ought to seize this opportunity to 

re-energize a farm economy and at the 
same time jump-start the country’s en-
ergy independence by looking at these 
new technologies. 

Unfortunately, I believe our invest-
ment in these programs continues to be 

tentative. Let’s take a look at the pro-
grams. Bioenergy makes available re-
duced-price feedstocks for expansion of 
ethanol and biodiesel facilities. That 
receives no funding at all under this 
bill. This program alone could help our 
farmers take those first steps towards 
creating a market for renewable en-
ergy. 

The Value-Added Agricultural Prod-
uct Market Development Grants could 
build more integrated ethanol biorefin-
eries and spur development of new uses 
for agricultural products that does not 
even receive its authorized level in this 
bill with only $28 million. 

Despite its popularity, the Renewable 
Energy Systems and Energy Effi-
ciencies Improvement Program that 
provides resources to farmers and rural 
small businesses for energy efficiency 
is only funded at $23 million. That is 
half its authorized level. 

Let me just be clear. These are all 
USDA programs funded under this bill, 
so we have a serious role to play in this 
committee. The amendment proposes 
to seriously fund these programs. It 
would increase biorefinery develop-
ment grants by $50 million, restore $120 
million to the bioenergy program, and 
fund the Value-Added Agricultural 
Product Market Development Grant 
Program at an authorized level of $40 
million. 

In addition, it doubles the funding for 
the Renewable Energy Systems and the 
Energy Efficiency Improvements Pro-
gram and the Biomass Research and 
Development Program, while providing 
increased funding to finance renewable 
fuel filling stations in rural areas. It 
also increases funding for the land 
grant universities by $25 million to 
look at their portion of the research, 
which will be critical in order for us to 
move forward. 

The amendment is fully paid for by 
asking those making more than $1 mil-
lion per year to forego less than $1,500 
of their $90,000-plus tax cuts. American 
families are sacrificing enough. It is 
time this Congress ask the most well- 
off to do their part to meet the chal-
lenge as well. 

So, Mr. Chairman, with biofuels on 
the cusp of revolutionizing the Amer-
ican economy in the very near future, 
the technologies are here, they are 
here now. Brazil did this in only a few 
years’ time. We can make a statement 
here, a statement that the Congress is 
ready to face this challenge head-on. 

As I said before, Americans are ready 
to declare their energy independence. 
We can make this possible with this 
bill. We can tap the promise of our 
farms that they hold to reduce our de-
pendence on oil. We can provide a more 
secure economic future for our farmers. 
We can make it happen with this 
amendment. 

Renewable energy has the incredible 
potential to revive the American farm 
economy and our own agricultural 
base. We ought to pass this amend-
ment. 
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POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amend-
ment because it proposes to change ex-
isting law and constitutes legislation 
on an appropriations bill, and therefore 
violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priations bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ The amend-
ment changes the application of exist-
ing law. 

I request a ruling from the Chair. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. MILLER 

of Florida). Does any Member wish to 
be heard? 

The Chair is prepared to rule. The 
Chair finds this amendment changes 
the application of existing law. The 
amendment therefore constitutes legis-
lation in violation of clause 2 of rule 
XXI. 

The point of order is sustained and 
the amendment is not in order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BACA 
Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BACA: 
Page 13, line 6, insert after the dollar 

amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$100,000)’’. 

Page 13, line 19, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$800,000)’’. 

Page 14, line 12, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$700,000)’’. 

Page 18, line 16, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$100,000)’’. 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I first wish 
to commend Ranking Member ROSA 
DELAURO and Chairman BONILLA for 
their good work on this appropriations 
bill. It is a good bipartisan bill that has 
brought in a very important issue, es-
pecially as it pertains to Hispanic 
Serving Institutions and Colleges. 

I now rise in favor of this collabora-
tion amendment by my Congressional 
Hispanic and Black Caucus to boost 
funding for minority education in 
farming programs at the USDA. This 
amendment is being offered by me, 
Representatives BUTTERFIELD, 
HINOJOSA and THOMPSON to increase 
funding for Hispanic Serving Institu-
tions and for the 2501 Socially Dis-
advantaged Farmers and Ranchers Pro-
gram. 

This amendment is important be-
cause it provides funding to help mi-
nority educations in agriculture. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BACA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is presenting a good amend-
ment, and I would just like to inform 
the gentleman we would be happy to 
accept the gentleman’s amendment if 
he would like to move it to a vote. 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 
my time, I don’t mind. I just wanted to 
read it for the RECORD to be recorded 
that I am fighting on behalf of every-

one, if you don’t mind, Mr. Chairman. 
But I appreciate that. I think it is im-
portant, and I appreciate the fact that 
they are moving on the amendment. 
Also I felt it was important for people 
to hear the amendment itself in terms 
of what it does. 

This amendment is important be-
cause it provides funding for minority 
education in agriculture and helps re-
build a minority farming community 
that has been often neglected and dis-
criminated against. 

Hispanic Serving Institutions are a 
great source of innovation and deserve 
funding to continue generating ad-
vances in agricultural sciences. We 
must stop the long-standing practice of 
underfunding these institutions. 

HSI funding lags behind funding for 
other minority institutions and re-
mains underfunded by nearly 75 per-
cent. With population growth, and this 
is why I appreciate the chairman’s con-
cern, and innovative ideas in terms of 
helping Hispanic-growing populations, 
we see enrollment at HSIs has sky-
rocketed, but funding remains very low 
and it is still unacceptable. 

HSIs have grown to a number nearly 
equal to Historically Black Colleges 
and Universities. The funding has re-
mained much lower. 

A decade ago, we had less than 100 of 
the HSIs, and now we have nearly 250. 
In my district alone, we have three 
Hispanic Serving Institutions: Chaffey 
Community College, San Bernardino 
Community College and San 
Bernardino Cal State University of 
California. Hispanic community col-
leges want to know why they should 
not receive the full $20 million per year 
in investment we promised them in the 
farm bill. 

In addition, the 2501 program helps 
socially disadvantaged farmers and 
ranchers, the fastest growing popu-
lation in agriculture. We need to help 
these small minority farmers who are 
investing and keeping our country’s 
farming legacy alive and well. 

This program can help thousands of 
farm workers who are leaving straw-
berry fields behind and growing their 
own crops. This is a great example of 
the American Dream. 

On the opposite side of the American 
Dream, this program helps keep farm-
ing traditions of thousands of African 
American farmers forced to the brink 
of discrimination, often by our own 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand you have 
agreed to accept this amendment, and I 
appreciate that. Again, I want to thank 
you; I want to thank Ranking Member 
DELAURO for the fine and great work 
on this legislation and this bill. So I 
thank both of you. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BUTTERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
won’t take the full 5 minutes. Let me 

thank the chairman for agreeing to 
this amendment and thank him for his 
leadership on the committee and thank 
him for his work on this Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is critically 
needed to provide financial assistance to our 
Nation’s minority farmers, 1890 Land Grant 
Colleges and Universities, and our Nation’s 
Hispanic serving institutions. 

We must offer more outreach and more 
technical assistance to our farmers. During fis-
cal year 1983, President Reagan initiated the 
Small Farmer Outreach Training and Tech-
nical Assistance program in response to the 
USDA task force on A.A. farm ownership. 

This is the only program—the only pro-
gram—implemented by the USDA that directly 
helps minority farmers who are losing their 
farms at a rate that far exceeds their White 
counterparts. 

Mr. Chairman, the USDA has already paid 
over $1 billion to settle discrimination lawsuits. 
By investing in the 2501 program, we can im-
prove relationships between the USDA and 
socially disadvantaged farmers and prevent fu-
ture lawsuits. This is a small investment that 
could potentially save millions in the future. I 
therefore, Mr. Chairman, urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to urge my colleagues 
to support the Baca-Butterfield-Hinojosa- 
Thompson amendment to increase funding for 
the USDA education grants program for His-
panic-serving institutions and for the Minority 
Rancher and Farmer Program. I would like to 
thank my colleague from California, my good 
friend, Mr. BACA, for his leadership role in 
building the capacity for our community to fully 
participate and contribute to the USDA re-
search agenda. 

I am also pleased to join in partnership with 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD and Mr. THOMPSON to offer 
this amendment to advance equality and eq-
uity in the agriculture sector. 

I would especially like to thank the chair-
man, my colleague from Texas, Mr. BONILLA, 
for working with us to craft an amendment that 
could draw bipartisan support. 

The minority farmer and rancher outreach 
and technical assistance program provides 
outreach and technical assistance to encour-
age and assist socially disadvantaged farmers 
and ranchers in owning and operating farms 
and ranches as well as participating equitably 
in the full range of agricultural programs of-
fered by the USDA. 

My region is home to a large number of his-
panic farmers, and their numbers are growing. 
our nation is stronger when our minority farm-
ers and ranchers are successful, and this pro-
gram is a modest investment to advance that 
success. 

The competitive USDA/HSI grant program is 
designed to promote and strengthen the ability 
of HSIs to carry out education programs that 
attract, retain, and graduate outstanding stu-
dents capable of enhancing the nation’s food 
and agricultural scientific and professional 
work force. 

This program is making a difference in my 
community and across the nation. 

Only 2.7 percent of Hispanic college grad-
uates earn a degree in agriculture-related 
areas. The continued under-representation of 
Hispanics in these important demands a great-
er investment in such programs to expand 
funding to additional HSIs to better meet 
USDA goals. 
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Our amendment is a modest step in that di-

rection. 
I strongly urge my colleagues to support this 

amendment. 
Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise to speak on behalf of some of our most 
vulnerable Americans who are being denied 
access to needed and I underscore needed 
food stamps because of states eliminating 
face-to-face interviews. 

Mr. Chairman, I speak on behalf of children, 
the elderly, the disabled and those with limited 
literacy. And I regret that they are not here to 
speak for them selves. Because if they were 
here to speak for themselves, they would tell 
you about the 20 minute phone waits, they 
would tell you about the phone calls that have 
been abandoned because they had to wait too 
long (44 percent per the USDA). They would 
tell you about the inability to use the phone 
because they can’t speak; the inability to use 
the phone because they can’t hear; they 
would tell you about the lack of computer ac-
cess and the lack of computer literacy. This 
amendment assures a user friendly system for 
some of our most vulnerable Americans. I 
speak for them, I stand for them, I cast my 
vote for them. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
BACA). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FALEOMAVAEGA 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-

man, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA: 
Page 13, line 19, after the dollar amount, 

insert ‘‘(decreased by $200,000)’’. 
Page 15, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $200,000)’’. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, I first would like to express my 
appreciation to Chairman BONILLA and 
our senior ranking member, Ms. 
DELAURO, for allowing me this oppor-
tunity to introduce this amendment on 
behalf of my colleagues, the gentleman 
from Puerto Rico (Mr. FORTUÑO), the 
gentlewoman from Guam (Ms. 
BORDALLO), and the gentlewoman from 
the Virgin Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN). 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, we 
have reviewed the amendment and 
would be happy to accept it. If the gen-
tleman would like to submit his re-
marks for the RECORD, we can accept 
the amendment and move on. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I thank the 
distinguished chairman and the rank-
ing member for their support of my 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill as reported by the 
committee provides five hundred thousand 
dollars for the Resident Instruction Grants Pro-
gram for Institutions of Higher Education in the 
Insular Areas. Our amendment would increase 
this amount by two hundred thousand dollars 
for a total of seven hundred thousand dollars 
for this program. 

The Resident Instruction Grants Program is 
a competitively-awarded program administered 
by the Cooperative State Research, Edu-

cation, and Extension Service of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. The Pro-
gram is authorized by Section 7503 of the 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002. 

Resident Instruction Grants, as described by 
C-S-R-E-E-S, are designed to promote and 
strengthen the ability of institutions in the insu-
lar areas to carry out teaching and education 
programs within the food and agricultural 
sciences and related disciplines. This Program 
helps the land-grant institutions in the terri-
tories meet their unique needs by strength-
ening their institutional educational capacities 
in instruction and curriculum, and by enhanc-
ing the quality of teaching and learning. Fund-
ing this program at a more sufficient level will 
allow for a more efficient use of existing edu-
cational funds by the institutions in the terri-
tories. Partnerships between faculties at insu-
lar area and mainland institutions can be 
forged with continued and increased funding 
for this program. 

The amendment would reduce the amount 
appropriated for the National Research Initia-
tive competitive grants program by a cor-
responding amount to ensure budget neu-
trality. The NRI is slated to receive roughly a 
five percent increase over the Fiscal Year 
2006 level under this bill. The Congressional 
Budget Office has reviewed this amendment 
and determined that it is budget neutral. 

Adoption of this amendment would fund the 
Resident Instruction Grants Program at an 
amount closer to what my colleagues from the 
territories and I have requested in this cycle. 
The additional two hundred thousand that this 
amendment would provide is still below the 
amount my colleagues and I originally re-
quested. This figure is also below the amount 
recommended for this program by the National 
Association of State Universities and Land- 
Grant Colleges. 

Mr. Chairman, for the past three fiscal years 
my colleagues and I have requested a level of 
funding for this program proportional to the 
level provided under this bill for historically 
black colleges and universities, Hispanic-serv-
ing institutions and tribal colleges. The land 
grant institutions in our districts, in ways simi-
lar to the 1890 and 1994 institutions, are un-
derserved and have unique needs that de-
serve to be addressed. 

We have written to the subcommittee chair-
man and to the ranking member to request 
their support for the Resident Instruction 
Grants Program. We have done so most re-
cently as of last week regarding this specific 
amendment, a version of which was preprinted 
in the May 16 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD by my 
colleague from Guam, Ms. BORDALLO. We are 
grateful Mr. Chairman that Chairman BONILLA 
has recognized the unique needs of the land- 
grant institutions in the insular areas. He un-
derstands their potential to contribute more 
substantially with USDA support to national 
agricultural research missions. 

This Program was first funded two years 
ago with the support of Chairman BONILLA and 
our colleague from Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR. This 
program is important to strengthening the cur-
riculum in the agricultural and food sciences in 
the territories. The territorial colleges were 
designated by Congress in 1972 as part of the 
land grant university system, and are consid-
ered 1862 institutions. They include American 
Samoa Community College, the University of 
Guam, the University of the Virgin Islands, the 

University of Puerto Rico at Mayaguez, North-
ern Marianas College, and the College of Mi-
cronesia in Palau, Pohnpei, and the Marshall 
Islands. 

The institutions in the territories do not have 
the advantage of housing long-established and 
historically well-funded agricultural and food 
science programs as do many of the flagship 
programs within the 1862 institutions. Our in-
stitutions boast a much smaller faculty and 
student enrollment compared with the most 
reputable 1862 institutions on the U.S. main-
land. Our institutions also do not have the ca-
pability and capacity, from an institutional per-
spective, to effectively compete for National 
Research Initiative dollars at the national level. 
The inherent disadvantages experienced by 
our institutions are significant concerns from a 
policy standpoint. We seek to address these 
concerns with the amendment. 

The amendment simply recognizes that the 
1972 community—the land grant in the terri-
tories—should have the ability to compete 
amongst themselves for research and instruc-
tion grants. This amendment would afford 
them that opportunity. I hope the gentleman 
from Texas, Chairman BONILLA, and the gentle 
lady from Connecticut, Ms. DELAURO, can sup-
port this amendment and, provided that it is 
adopted, will work to support this increased 
level of funding in conference with the other 
body. 

I thank the gentleman from Texas for com-
mitting the first funds for this program two 
years ago and for his continued support of the 
land-grant colleges in the territories. I also 
want to thank Mr. Chairman, the Ranking 
Member for her support, as well as the assist-
ance of Martin Delgado and Martha Foley of 
the subcommittee staff. This program is impor-
tant to us and to our institutions in the terri-
tories. We hope we can strengthen the Resi-
dent Instruction Grants Program in future 
years, but we recognize that the modest in-
crease proposed by this amendment is a good 
start. I urge adoption of this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from American Samoa 
(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

NATIVE AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS ENDOWMENT 
FUND 

For the Native American Institutions En-
dowment Fund authorized by Public Law 
103–382 (7 U.S.C. 301 note), $11,880,000, to re-
main available until expended. 

EXTENSION ACTIVITIES 
For payments to States, the District of Co-

lumbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Is-
lands, Micronesia, Northern Marianas, and 
American Samoa, $457,042,000, as follows: 
payments for cooperative extension work 
under the Smith-Lever Act, to be distributed 
under sections 3(b) and 3(c) of said Act, and 
under section 208(c) of Public Law 93–471, for 
retirement and employees’ compensation 
costs for extension agents, $281,429,000; pay-
ments for extension work at the 1994 Institu-
tions under the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 
343(b)(3)), $3,273,000; payments for the nutri-
tion and family education program for low- 
income areas under section 3(d) of the Act, 
$62,634,000; payments for the pest manage-
ment program under section 3(d) of the Act, 
$10,152,000; payments for the farm safety pro-
gram under section 3(d) of the Act, $4,517,000; 
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payments for New Technologies for Ag Ex-
tension under Section 3(d) of the Act, 
$1,985,000; payments to upgrade research, ex-
tension, and teaching facilities at the 1890 
land-grant colleges, including Tuskegee Uni-
versity and West Virginia State University, 
as authorized by section 1447 of Public Law 
95–113 (7 U.S.C. 3222b), $16,777,000, to remain 
available until expended; payments for 
youth-at-risk programs under section 3(d) of 
the Smith-Lever Act, $8,396,000; for youth 
farm safety education and certification ex-
tension grants, to be awarded competitively 
under section 3(d) of the Act, $494,000; pay-
ments for carrying out the provisions of the 
Renewable Resources Extension Act of 1978 
(16 U.S.C. 1671 et seq.), $4,052,000; payments 
for federally-recognized Tribes Extension 
Program under section 3(d) of the Smith- 
Lever Act, $3,000,000; payments for sustain-
able agriculture programs under section 3(d) 
of the Act, $4,067,000; payments for rural 
health and safety education as authorized by 
section 502(i) of Public Law 92–419 (7 U.S.C. 
2662(i)), $1,945,000; payments for cooperative 
extension work by the colleges receiving the 
benefits of the second Morrill Act (7 U.S.C. 
321–326 and 328) and Tuskegee University and 
West Virginia State University, $34,073,000, 
of which $1,724,884 shall be made available 
only for the purpose of ensuring that each 
institution shall receive no less than 
$1,000,000; for grants to youth organizations 
pursuant to section 7630 of title 7, United 
States Code, $2,000,000; and for necessary ex-
penses of Extension Activities, $18,248,000. 

INTEGRATED ACTIVITIES 
For the integrated research, education, 

and extension grants programs, including 
necessary administrative expenses, 
$55,234,000, as follows: for competitive grants 
programs authorized under section 406 of the 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and Edu-
cation Reform Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7626), 
$45,792,000, including $11,278,000 for the water 
quality program, $12,997,000 for the food safe-
ty program, $3,890,000 for the regional pest 
management centers program, $4,219,000 for 
the Food Quality Protection Act risk mitiga-
tion program for major food crop systems, 
$1,275,000 for the crops affected by Food Qual-
ity Protection Act implementation, $3,075,000 
for the methyl bromide transition program, 
and $1,855,000 for the organic transition pro-
gram; for a competitive international 
science and education grants program au-
thorized under section 1459A of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3292b), 
to remain available until expended, $990,000; 
for grants programs authorized under section 
2(c)(1)(B) of Public Law 89–106, as amended, 
$1,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2008 for the critical issues pro-
gram; and $1,378,000, for the regional rural 
development centers program; $2,277,000 for 
asian soybean rust; and $11,000,000 for the 
Food and Agriculture Defense Initiative au-
thorized under section 1484 of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Act of 1977, to remain available 
until September 30, 2008. 

OUTREACH FOR SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED 
FARMERS 

For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-
tion 2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva-
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 2279), 
$6,930,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Marketing 
and Regulatory Programs to administer pro-
grams under the laws enacted by the Con-
gress for the Animal and Plant Health In-

spection Service; the Agricultural Marketing 
Service; and the Grain Inspection, Packers 
and Stockyards Administration; $741,000. 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION 
SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary to prevent, control, and eradicate 
pests and plant and animal diseases; to carry 
out inspection, quarantine, and regulatory 
activities; and to protect the environment, 
as authorized by law, $898,116,000, of which 
$4,127,000 shall be available for the control of 
outbreaks of insects, plant diseases, animal 
diseases and for control of pest animals and 
birds to the extent necessary to meet emer-
gency conditions; of which $40,269,000 shall be 
used for the Cotton Pests program for cost 
share purposes or for debt retirement for ac-
tive eradication zones; of which $33,107,000 
shall be available for a National Animal 
Identification program; of which $47,205,000 
shall be used to conduct a surveillance and 
preparedness program for highly pathogenic 
avian influenza: Provided, That no funds 
shall be used to formulate or administer a 
brucellosis eradication program for the cur-
rent fiscal year that does not require min-
imum matching by the States of at least 40 
percent: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading for 
the National Animal Identification program 
may be obligated until the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives receives from the Secretary a complete 
and detailed plan for the National Animal 
Identification System, including, but not 
limited to, proposed legislative changes, cost 
estimates, and means of program evaluation, 
and such plan is published as an Advanced 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in the Fed-
eral Register for comment by interested par-
ties: Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall be available for the operation and 
maintenance of aircraft and the purchase of 
not to exceed four, of which two shall be for 
replacement only: Provided further, That, in 
addition, in emergencies which threaten any 
segment of the agricultural production in-
dustry of this country, the Secretary may 
transfer from other appropriations or funds 
available to the agencies or corporations of 
the Department such sums as may be deemed 
necessary, to be available only in such emer-
gencies for the arrest and eradication of con-
tagious or infectious disease or pests of ani-
mals, poultry, or plants, and for expenses in 
accordance with sections 10411 and 10417 of 
the Animal Health Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 
8310 and 8316) and sections 431 and 442 of the 
Plant Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 7751 and 7772), 
and any unexpended balances of funds trans-
ferred for such emergency purposes in the 
preceding fiscal year shall be merged with 
such transferred amounts: Provided further, 
That appropriations hereunder shall be 
available pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for 
the repair and alteration of leased buildings 
and improvements, but unless otherwise pro-
vided the cost of altering any one building 
during the fiscal year shall not exceed 10 per-
cent of the current replacement value of the 
building. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH 
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KUCINICH: 
Page 19, line 8, insert after the first dollar 

amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$89,000,000)(increased by $89,000,000)’’. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would maintain current 
testing levels for mad cow disease. The 

underlying bill already appropriates 
the same amount as that appropriated 
in fiscal year 2005. This amendment 
merely calls for the same funding lev-
els using the same funding mechanism. 

Until the United States Department 
of Agriculture stumbled upon Amer-
ica’s first case of mad cow disease, 
testing rates were abysmally low. Out 
of 35 million cattle slaughtered annu-
ally, the USDA tested 20,000 in fiscal 
year 2003. Out of every 10,000 cattle 
that went to the dinner table, only six 
were tested. 

Then came the first case of mad cow 
in the U.S., that we know of. The 
USDA ramped up the testing rate sig-
nificantly, but only after considerable 
public pressure. Six months after the 
positive test in fiscal year 2005, the 
USDA tested at the rate of 100 cattle 
tested for every 10,000 slaughtered. An-
other way of looking at it is 99 percent 
were untested even after a major in-
crease in testing rates. Though still in-
adequate, it was a big improvement. 

Contrast that with the other indus-
trialized nations, many of whom did 
not know the extent to which their 
countries harbored mad cow disease 
until they got serious with their test-
ing program. France and Germany test 
over half their cattle. The U.K. tests 
all cattle over 24 months old. Japan 
tests every single one. 

So far, even with an untested rate of 
99 percent, we managed to find a total 
of three cases in the United States. 
When we looked, we found cases. Even 
the USDA predicts undetected cases 
exist in the U.S. 

Now their illogical response is to try 
to drastically cut back its testing rates 
again. It is not enough of a gift to the 
large cattle producers that 99 percent 
of the cattle do not go tested. Do we 
have to do more for them at the ex-
pense of public health? So now 99.9 per-
cent will go untested? 

Now, you could almost call this a we- 
aren’t-looking-so-it-is-not-there policy. 
And this policy is built on the assump-
tion that we have a firewall in place 
that prevents infected material from 
getting into the food supply. 

By banning high-risk material like 
cattle brains and spinal cord from cat-
tle feed, we are supposedly preventing 
any infected cow from contaminating 
other cattle. This is an important part 
of our efforts, because mad cow disease 
spreads when cattle eat infected parts 
of other cattle. And yet scientists, ad-
vocates, the Inspector General and the 
GAO have detailed the ways in which 
this practice is still allowed because of 
gaping holes in the firewall. 

Consider that the infectious material 
can be found in materials that are al-
lowed to be fed to cattle. Bone marrow, 
cow blood, peripheral nerves, tongue 
and now some muscles are well-known 
or suspected to contain the same infec-
tious agent called a prion. 

b 1400 
And they are all still allowed in ani-

mal feed. There is very little protec-
tion for cattle under 30 months. The 
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justification is, we do not expect to see 
the disease in younger cattle. But at 
least two cases in Japan, 19 cases in 
the UK and 20 cases in the European 
Union have occurred in cattle under 30 
months old. 

This level of protection failed to end 
the epidemic in the UK. Enforcement 
of the firewall has been weak. The GAO 
found on three separate occasions, in-
cluding 2005, that even the meager laws 
designed to keep cattle from eating 
cattle were being poorly enforced. 

Finally, we must not forget that the 
USDA is in favor of this ‘‘do not look, 
do not find’’ policy. When testing re-
sults for a cow in Texas were inconclu-
sive in November of 2004, the USDA de-
clared the cow to be free of Mad Cow 
Disease. But, again, after a public out-
cry and a public admonition from the 
inspector general, the cow was tested 7 
months later and was found to be posi-
tive. And now the USDA wants to re-
duce testing rates without adequate 
protections to ensure the disease can-
not be amplified through industrial ag-
riculture practice. We need a backstop. 

Mr. Chairman, we need a way to 
know for sure whether our so called 
firewall is working. Surveillance is the 
way to do that. But we are taking an 
already weak program and under-
mining it; 99.9 percent of our cattle 
will not be tested unless we signal to 
the USDA that Congress demands oth-
erwise. 

Mr. Chairman, I am asking for sup-
port for my amendment to keep the 
same level of testing we are using right 
now. This is the level that proved what 
we all knew despite reassurances to the 
contrary, that undetected Mad Cow 
Disease is here in the United States. 

We must test to build the confidence 
of both domestic and foreign con-
sumers of American beef. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the 
amendment. And I want to explain to 
the gentleman from Ohio why, because 
I know he has got a serious concern 
here. Let me assure the gentleman that 
there is not a Member in this House of 
Representatives that is not concerned 
about BSE. 

But sometimes some fringe groups in 
this country and big media start talk-
ing about the sky is falling, and you 
have got to do this, that or the other to 
check our beef supply, but for the most 
part, I am proud of what this country 
has done to monitor BSE. I mean, no-
body, most people that serve in the 
House have children; they have fami-
lies, and no one wants to expose any-
one to anything dangerous to eat. 

USDA has had an enhanced surveil-
lance program going since the spring of 
2004, they have tested 700,000 cattle. 
They have had two positive tests. 
USDA is evaluating data from the en-
hanced surveillance program to design 
a maintenance surveillance program. 
The data and design are being peer re-
viewed by an outside group who will re-
port findings within a month. 

Under any surveillance program, the 
U.S. will continue to test 100 percent of 
animals that have signs of a central 
nervous system disorder. Any BSE pro-
gram USDA adopts will meet or exceed 
international standards. 

Again, to compare our standards to 
another country that has a minimal in-
dustry versus what we have in this 
country is absolutely not fair and com-
paring apples to oranges. No country 
tests 100 percent of its cattle. 

The budget request covers 40,000 tests 
per year. However, if the peer review 
panel or USDA determine that more 
than 40,000 are needed, the Secretary 
has the ability to access additional 
funds. I can assure you that if more 
tests need to be done to affirm the safe-
ty of the food supply, they will be done. 

Again, I can assure the gentleman 
that I have no less concern about this 
issue than he does. And I understand, I 
have read the gentleman’s amendment. 
It is a very short amendment. It is 
going to take money out of a line item, 
put it back into a line item in the ap-
propriations bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I can assure the gen-
tleman that the points have been 
made. This is, again, not going to 
change one dollar in the bill. So now 
that we have had this discussion, 
maybe the gentleman would consider 
withdrawing the amendment unless he 
has an additional comment that he 
would like to make. 

I would yield for a response. 
Mr. KUCINICH. If the gentleman 

would yield. I thank the gentleman. I 
think that the gentleman’s expression 
of concern that is shared by all Mem-
bers of Congress is correct. I appreciate 
you voicing it. 

I want to point out that the feed ban, 
which is an underlying problem here, 
and the USDA insists is strong, in re-
ality is so weak that you have compa-
nies like McDonalds, Cargill, Purina 
Mills, and even Pharma, the pharma-
ceutical industry publicly calling for 
closing the loopholes. 

So while I would agree with you, that 
if there were an outbreak, the Sec-
retary would advance more funds, I am 
also concerned that if we do not keep 
the present funding levels, that we may 
not know if there is a problem. So that 
is why I brought this amendment, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I would reluctantly ask for the 
amendment to be voted on, only be-
cause of that underlying concern that 
there is not enough, and we should just 
keep things the way they are at the 
current levels and not cut back on 
them. That is what my concern is. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s position, be-
cause I know he brings a great deal of 
sincerity to the floor when he has an 
amendment. In closing, I would just 
comment on how no matter what busi-
ness you have that sells beef to the 
public, whether it is a fast food chain 
or a single restaurant, doesn’t the gen-
tleman understand that that industry 
in itself, that the gentleman men-

tioned, would do everything humanly 
possible to keep the beef supply safe? 

So I know the gentleman is not mak-
ing insinuations beyond what he is say-
ing today. But there are a lot of groups 
out there that somehow try to scare 
the American people into thinking that 
this is not happening. But I can assure 
the gentleman, again, that there is no 
less concern on this side of the aisle 
about this issue than he has. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
gentleman’s amendment because I, too, 
am very, very concerned that the 
USDA is deciding or may decide to 
lower the number of BSE tests that are 
performed annually. I spent some time 
in this area. 

Since the enhanced testing program 
began, the Inspector General of the 
USDA has raised series concerns about 
the current enhanced surveillance pro-
gram. We have raised concerns with 
the USDA agencies in hearings and in 
private conversations. 

Let me just give you just a little bit 
of information. For example, 2004, the 
IG reported serious problems with the 
testing program, including sampling 
was not random, and APHIS had not 
exercised the authority it had to col-
lect the samples. Geographic represen-
tation in the testing was not assured. 
Cattle with central nervous system 
symptoms were not always tested. Be-
cause of interagency confusion, a proc-
ess for getting samples of animals that 
die on the farm, those who are at the 
highest risk, was not in place. 

More recently, the IG found that sen-
ior APHIS officials blocked the rec-
ommendations of scientists at the Na-
tional Veterinary Services Laboratory 
in Ames, Iowa, for additional BSE test-
ing on a sample that had tested posi-
tive initially several times. 

Faced with the conflicting results, 
the scientists recommended additional 
testing to resolve the discrepancy. 
APHIS headquarter officials concluded 
no further testing was necessary, be-
cause testing protocols were followed. 
In the end, it was the IG who decided 
the additional testing should take 
place. It was done by AIS and the Brit-
ish lab at Weybridge who both found 
that the sample tested positively for 
BSE. 

The IG also made shocking findings 
about the quality assurance and the 
BSE testing program at the NVSL, the 
National Veterinary Service Labora-
tory, such as the lack of adequate con-
trols and procedures to ensure the 
quality or capability of the BSE test-
ing program, the failure to implement 
an adequate quality assurance program 
for its own laboratory testing proce-
dures, or to obtain internationally rec-
ognized accreditation for its BSE test-
ing program. 

Those are our concerns. That is what 
I was trying to lay out here, and flaws 
in the program, the existing program. 
It does not make sense to return to a 
lower level of BSE testing. I support 
the amendment. 
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I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. KUCINICH. I thank the gentle-

woman from Connecticut. 
As the gentlewoman has pointed out, 

we have questions about the current 
testing practices at the current fund-
ing levels. If we reduce substantially 
the funding levels, with the thought 
that we have flaws in the current test 
and practices, what could the con-
sumers expect? 

I mean, what the gentlewoman has 
suggested is that the USDA in this re-
gard has not been doing its job. Part of 
its job is to advocate for defects for 
which the world has told us they do not 
want beef from the United States if 
they cannot be assured of its safety. 

Mr. Chairman, in same way you can 
say that the USDA is sabotaging U.S. 
beef exports by its failure to have the 
kind of program that people have a 
right to expect with the money that 
has already been appropriated; if that 
money is cut, it essentially plays into 
the USDA’s lack of performance. So I 
want to thank the gentlewoman for 
bringing that up. I, again, want to let 
the chairman know that I am con-
vinced on his commitment to this. 

I believe that he wants to make sure 
that there is safety here. And I just 
feel that it is important to bring this 
up and to call for a vote on it. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to join Chairman BONILLA in oppo-
sition to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the most important 
thing that should come out of this de-
bate is that the American beef supply 
is very, very safe, the safest in the 
world. And that is based not only on 
the statistics maintained by the De-
partment on food-borne illness, the 
lowest in the world, but also based on 
the fact that there is no evidence of 
any American ever contracting any 
disease from BSE based upon con-
suming American beef, ever. 

The enhanced surveillance program 
for BSE was designed as a one-time in-
tensive assessment to test as many 
animals as possible from the portion of 
the cattle population considered to be 
most at risk for BSE. 

A surveillance program is not de-
signed to test every single animal at 
risk for a disease, and surveillance is 
not a food safety measure. Surveillance 
testing looks for signs of the disease in 
the cattle herd. But it is USDA’s other 
safeguards, such as the removal of 
specified risk materials from cattle at 
slaughter, that protect consumers and 
the food supply. 

USDA has tested over 714,000 sam-
ples. And they have tested the greatest 
at-risk cattle for having BSE. It has 
cost us more than $1 million a week to 
do it. The USDA’s analysis of that sur-
veillance data shows that we are deal-
ing with an incredibly low prevalence 
of the disease in the United States, no 

more than four to seven cases in the 
entire U.S. herd of 100 million cows. 

What is more, because of the other 
practices, even if a cow has BSE, like 
four to seven may have, they are not 
getting into our food supply. The two 
cows that have been found so far in 
this country with BSE, neither one got 
into our food supply. The USDA is cur-
rently putting its analysis through a 
rigorous peer review process to ensure 
that the conclusions drawn are sound 
and that they are scientifically cred-
ible. 

We should allow that process to go 
forward. The enhanced surveillance 
program gives the USDA the ability to 
stand on solid scientific ground in say-
ing that the prevalence of BSE in the 
United States is extraordinarily low. 

Mr. Chairman, given that fact, there 
is little justification for continuing 
surveillance at the enhanced level once 
the USDA analysis is affirmed by peer 
review. The USDA has said that the 
framework for ongoing BSE testing 
will be based in science and will be in 
line with international guidelines for a 
country like the United States that is 
at minimal risk for the disease. 

Mr. Chairman, we now have the data 
to draw scientific specific conclusions, 
leaving no need to continue the en-
hanced program and no justifications 
for the related costs. Surveillance test-
ing is distinct from food-safety testing, 
which we also conduct. 

It is appropriate that the USDA will 
transition to ongoing testing for BSE 
from a standpoint of sound science and 
policy. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to oppose this amendment. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, after 
conferring with the Chair and the 
ranking member, I decided that it 
looks like they are really engaged in 
this to keep on the USDA, so I am 
going to withdraw the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
In fiscal year 2007, the agency is authorized 

to collect fees to cover the total costs of pro-
viding technical assistance, goods, or serv-
ices requested by States, other political sub-
divisions, domestic and international organi-
zations, foreign governments, or individuals, 
provided that such fees are structured such 
that any entity’s liability for such fees is 
reasonably based on the technical assistance, 
goods, or services provided to the entity by 
the agency, and such fees shall be credited to 
this account, to remain available until ex-
pended, without further appropriation, for 
providing such assistance, goods, or services. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 
For plans, construction, repair, preventive 

maintenance, environmental support, im-
provement, extension, alteration, and pur-
chase of fixed equipment or facilities, as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 2250, and acquisition of 
land as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 428a, $5,946,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
MARKETING SERVICES 

For necessary expenses to carry out serv-
ices related to consumer protection, agricul-

tural marketing and distribution, transpor-
tation, and regulatory programs, as author-
ized by law, and for administration and co-
ordination of payments to States, $77,269,000, 
including funds for the wholesale market de-
velopment program for the design and devel-
opment of wholesale and farmer market fa-
cilities for the major metropolitan areas of 
the country: Provided, That this appropria-
tion shall be available pursuant to law (7 
U.S.C. 2250) for the alteration and repair of 
buildings and improvements, but the cost of 
altering any one building during the fiscal 
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the cur-
rent replacement value of the building. 

Fees may be collected for the cost of stand-
ardization activities, as established by regu-
lation pursuant to law (31 U.S.C. 9701). 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Not to exceed $62,211,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current 
fiscal year for administrative expenses: Pro-
vided, That if crop size is understated and/or 
other uncontrollable events occur, the agen-
cy may exceed this limitation by up to 10 
percent with notification to the Committees 
on Appropriations of both Houses of Con-
gress. 

FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME, 
AND SUPPLY (SECTION 32) 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

Funds available under section 32 of the Act 
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), shall be 
used only for commodity program expenses 
as authorized therein, and other related op-
erating expenses, including not less than 
$9,900,000 for replacement of a system to sup-
port commodity purchases, except for: (1) 
transfers to the Department of Commerce as 
authorized by the Fish and Wildlife Act of 
August 8, 1956; (2) transfers otherwise pro-
vided in this Act; and (3) not more than 
$16,425,000 for formulation and administra-
tion of marketing agreements and orders 
pursuant to the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937 and the Agricultural 
Act of 1961. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 

For payments to departments of agri-
culture, bureaus and departments of mar-
kets, and similar agencies for marketing ac-
tivities under section 204(b) of the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623(b)), 
$1,334,000. 

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS 
ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the United States Grain Stand-
ards Act, for the administration of the Pack-
ers and Stockyards Act, for certifying proce-
dures used to protect purchasers of farm 
products, and the standardization activities 
related to grain under the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946, $39,737,000: Provided, That 
this appropriation shall be available pursu-
ant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the alteration 
and repair of buildings and improvements, 
but the cost of altering any one building dur-
ing the fiscal year shall not exceed 10 per-
cent of the current replacement value of the 
building. 

LIMITATION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING 
SERVICES EXPENSES 

Not to exceed $42,463,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current 
fiscal year for inspection and weighing serv-
ices: Provided, That if grain export activities 
require additional supervision and oversight, 
or other uncontrollable factors occur, this 
limitation may be exceeded by up to 10 per-
cent with notification to the Committees on 
Appropriations of both Houses of Congress. 
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD 

SAFETY 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safe-
ty to administer the laws enacted by the 
Congress for the Food Safety and Inspection 
Service, $656,000. 

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE 

For necessary expenses to carry out serv-
ices authorized by the Federal Meat Inspec-
tion Act, the Poultry Products Inspection 
Act, and the Egg Products Inspection Act, 
including not to exceed $50,000 for represen-
tation allowances and for expenses pursuant 
to section 8 of the Act approved August 3, 
1956 (7 U.S.C. 1766), $853,249,000, of which no 
less than $766,290,000 shall be available for 
Federal food safety and inspection; and in 
addition, $1,000,000 may be credited to this 
account from fees collected for the cost of 
laboratory accreditation as authorized by 
section 1327 of the Food, Agriculture, Con-
servation and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
138f): Provided, That of the total amount 
made available under this heading, no less 
than $20,653,000 shall be obligated for regu-
latory and scientific training: Provided fur-
ther, That not to exceed $565,000 is for con-
struction of a laboratory sample receiving 
facility at the Russell Research Center in 
Athens, Georgia: Provided further, That this 
appropriation shall be available pursuant to 
law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the alteration and re-
pair of buildings and improvements, but the 
cost of altering any one building during the 
fiscal year shall not exceed 10 percent of the 
current replacement value of the building. 

FARM ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM 
AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Farm and 
Foreign Agricultural Services to administer 
the laws enacted by Congress for the Farm 
Service Agency, the Foreign Agricultural 
Service, the Risk Management Agency, and 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, $691,000. 

FARM SERVICE AGENCY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses for carrying out 
the administration and implementation of 
programs administered by the Farm Service 
Agency, $1,053,760,000: Provided, That the Sec-
retary is authorized to use the services, fa-
cilities, and authorities (but not the funds) 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation to 
make program payments for all programs ad-
ministered by the Agency: Provided further, 
That other funds made available to the 
Agency for authorized activities may be ad-
vanced to and merged with this account: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds made 
available by this Act may be used to pay the 
salaries or expenses of any officer or em-
ployee of the Department of Agriculture to 
close any local or county office of the Farm 
Service Agency unless the Secretary of Agri-
culture, not later than 30 days after the date 
on which the Secretary proposed the closure, 
holds a public meeting about the proposed 
closure in the county in which the local or 
county office is located, and, after the public 
meeting but not later than 120 days before 
the date on which the Secretary approves 
the closure, notifies the Committee on Agri-
culture and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry and the Committee on Appro-
priations of the Senate, and the members of 
Congress from the State in which the local 
or county office is located of the proposed 
closure. 

b 1415 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RYAN OF OHIO 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RYAN of Ohio: 
Page 27, line 1, strike ‘‘after’’ and insert 

‘‘before’’. 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-

serve a point of order. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. A point of 

order is reserved. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, my 

amendment would simply strike the 
word ‘‘after’’ and insert ‘‘before’’ in the 
section of the bill dealing with the 
Farm Service Agency. 

The amendment at hand would allow 
for the public hearing to take place no 
later than 30 days before and not after 
the Secretary of Agriculture allows for 
an office closure. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, we 
have reviewed the amendment and 
would be happy to accept the amend-
ment. If the gentleman would take 
‘‘yes’’ for an answer and submit his re-
marks for the RECORD, we could move 
on. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I would be happy 
to, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BONILLA. I withdraw my res-
ervation of the point of order. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I thank the chair-
man and I thank Ms. DELAURO. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman, Chairman BONILLA 
and Ranking Member DELAURO and the staff 
on the Agriculture Appropriations Sub-
committee. 

My amendment would simply strike the word 
‘‘after’’ and insert ‘‘before’’ in the section of the 
bill dealing with the Farm Service Agency. The 
amendment at hand would allow for the public 
hearing to take place no later than 30 days 
before—and not after—the Secretary of Agri-
culture allows for an office closure. 

In this section of the current bill, language 
had been put in place to safeguard local FSA 
offices from inappropriate closure and reloca-
tion. In current form, the Secretary of the De-
partment of Agriculture would be able to pro-
pose an office closure—and then after the clo-
sure is proposed, then hold a public hearing. 
This language was in last years Agriculture 
Appropriations Bill—and we thought this would 
help the process and allow for local public 
input before any office closures were pro-
posed. 

The reason for this amendment is due to my 
profound concerns of what is currently taking 
place in Ohio. Last month I was contacted by 
local producers in my district concerned that 
their local FSA office would be closed. 

My office received a copy of the proposed 
‘‘county office reorganization’’ as provided by 
the Ohio State FSA Committee, and I was sur-
prised to see this proposal as there has been 
no involvement from my local county FSA 
committees or local producers. 

In a memo sent from Administrator Teresa 
Lasseter (USDA) to all State FSA Executive 
Directors on January 13, 2006, she states, 
‘‘Further, USDA agrees with the long-standing 
intent of Congress that office closures and re-

locations should occur based on rigorous anal-
ysis to ensure actions are cost-effective and 
will better serve the public.’’ 

The bottom line is that we need to have 
complete information about the needs of fam-
ily farmers and ranchers before we or the De-
partment makes radical decisions about FSA 
Personnel levels. 

This process should start at the county com-
mittees and involve an office-by-office and re-
gional analysis. Only then, can our State FSA 
offices and the USDA make the best decisions 
on office closures and relocations. 

I understand the need for efficiency, but we 
must be concerned about how this will impact 
our family farmers and agricultural commu-
nities. In most of our counties, our farmers 
know that they can drive to one place to ac-
cess their FSA, NRCS, SWCD and Extension. 
This is the place where they access the Inter-
net, the fax machine and socialize with others 
in their community. 

Again, my amendment only says that the 
public hearing be 30 days prior to closure, 
rather than after the closure has been pro-
posed. Please help in supporting the family 
farmers in your district and support this fair 
and simple amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS 
For grants pursuant to section 502(b) of the 

Agricultural Credit Act of 1987, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 5101–5106), $4,208,000. 

GRASSROOTS SOURCE WATER PROTECTION 
PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out well-
head or groundwater protection activities 
under section 1240O of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb–2), $3,713,000, to re-
main available until expended. 

DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses involved in making 
indemnity payments to dairy farmers and 
manufacturers of dairy products under a 
dairy indemnity program, $100,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That such 
program is carried out by the Secretary in 
the same manner as the dairy indemnity pro-
gram described in the Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
2001 (Public Law 106–387, 114 Stat. 1549A–12). 

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For gross obligations for the principal 

amount of direct and guaranteed farm own-
ership (7 U.S.C. 1922 et seq.) and operating (7 
U.S.C. 1941 et seq.) loans, Indian tribe land 
acquisition loans (25 U.S.C. 488), and boll 
weevil loans (7 U.S.C. 1989), to be available 
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insur-
ance Fund, as follows: farm ownership loans, 
$1,422,750,000, of which $1,200,000,000 shall be 
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans and 
$222,750,000 shall be for direct loans; oper-
ating loans, $2,065,754,000, of which 
$1,150,000,000 shall be for unsubsidized guar-
anteed loans, $272,254,000 shall be for sub-
sidized guaranteed loans and $643,500,000 
shall be for direct loans; Indian tribe land ac-
quisition loans, $3,960,000; and for boll weevil 
eradication program loans, $59,400,000: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary shall deem the 
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pink bollworm to be a boll weevil for the 
purpose of boll weevil eradication program 
loans. 

For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, including the cost of modifying loans 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: farm owner-
ship loans, $16,293,000, of which $6,960,000 
shall be for guaranteed loans, and $9,333,000 
shall be for direct loans; operating loans, 
$131,046,000, of which $28,405,000 shall be for 
unsubsidized guaranteed loans, $27,416,000 
shall be for subsidized guaranteed loans, and 
$75,225,000 shall be for direct loans; Indian 
tribe land acquisition loans, $838,000; and for 
boll weevil eradication program loans, 
$1,129,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $315,258,000, of which 
$307,338,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Farm 
Service Agency, Salaries and Expenses’’. 

Funds appropriated by this Act to the Ag-
ricultural Credit Insurance Program Ac-
count for farm ownership and operating di-
rect loans and guaranteed loans may be 
transferred among these programs: Provided, 
That the Committees on Appropriations of 
both Houses of Congress are notified at least 
15 days in advance of any transfer: Provided 
further, That none of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act shall 
be used to pay the salaries and expenses of 
personnel to collect from the lender an an-
nual fee on unsubsidized guaranteed oper-
ating loans, a guarantee fee of more than one 
percent of the principal obligation of guaran-
teed unsubsidized operating or ownership 
loans, or a guarantee fee on subsidized guar-
anteed operating loans administered by the 
Farm Service Agency. 

RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

For administrative and operating expenses, 
as authorized by section 226A of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 
1994 (7 U.S.C. 6933), $77,197,000: Provided, That 
not to exceed $1,000 shall be available for of-
ficial reception and representation expenses, 
as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1506(i). 

CORPORATIONS 

The following corporations and agencies 
are hereby authorized to make expenditures, 
within the limits of funds and borrowing au-
thority available to each such corporation or 
agency and in accord with law, and to make 
contracts and commitments without regard 
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act as may be necessary in carrying out 
the programs set forth in the budget for the 
current fiscal year for such corporation or 
agency, except as hereinafter provided. 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND 

For payments as authorized by section 516 
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1516), such sums as may be necessary, to re-
main available until expended. 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND 

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES 

For the current fiscal year, such sums as 
may be necessary to reimburse the Com-
modity Credit Corporation for net realized 
losses sustained, but not previously reim-
bursed, pursuant to section 2 of the Act of 
August 17, 1961 (15 U.S.C. 713a–11): Provided, 
That of the funds available to the Com-
modity Credit Corporation under section 11 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation Char-
ter Act (15 U.S.C 714i) for the conduct of its 
business with the Foreign Agricultural Serv-
ice, up to $5,000,000 may be transferred to and 
used by the Foreign Agricultural Service for 
information resource management activities 
of the Foreign Agricultural Service that are 

not related to Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion business. 

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 
(LIMITATION ON EXPENSES) 

For the current fiscal year, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall not expend more 
than $5,000,000 for site investigation and 
cleanup expenses, and operations and main-
tenance expenses to comply with the require-
ment of section 107(g) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (42 U.S.C. 9607(g)), and section 
6001 of the Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act (42 U.S.C. 6961). 

TITLE II 
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Natural Re-
sources and Environment to administer the 
laws enacted by the Congress for the Forest 
Service and the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service, $810,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LUCAS 
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LUCAS: 
Page 32, line 12, insert after the dollar 

amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$810,000)’’. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of the amendment is to remove 
$810,000 in salaries and expenses from 
the Office of the Under Secretary For 
the Natural Resources and the Envi-
ronment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have had the privi-
lege since and during the 2002 farm bill 
of chairing the subcommittee with ju-
risdiction over the conservation pro-
grams. In the 2002 farm bill we did an 
outstanding job of bringing new and 
substantial resources to conservation. 
Since then I have had the privilege of 
working with Chairman BONILLA and 
the subcommittee on appropriations in 
making sure those resources are effec-
tively put in the hands of producers 
out there to protect our environment, 
our soil, our water, our wildlife. But 
after a number of years, I have worked 
diligently to address problems in the 
technical assistance programs, how 
these problems are paid for, the imple-
mentation. 

I must say after much frustration 
with working with the national office 
of the NRCS today I have to take ac-
tion. In that I offer this amendment to 
set aside $810,000 so that when the Ap-
propriations Committee begins the 
process of putting the final conference 
committee reports together this fall, 
that they will have the necessary am-
munition to correct this situation. 

I know it is a bold statement, and I 
know it is a serious thing; but making 
sure that the technical assistance dol-
lars are available to local and State 
NRCS offices so that the farm bill pro-
grams, conservation programs can be 
implemented is of the greatest impor-
tance. And only after tremendous frus-
tration as a subcommittee chairman on 
the authorizing committee do I take 
this bold and drastic step. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma for his work on 
this issue. When a gentleman who 
works as hard and as sincerely as Mr. 
LUCAS does on this issue, it is just un-
conscionable that he cannot get the re-
sponse that he needs. 

This is a gentleman who does not ask 
for too much. He tries to be fair about 
the request that he has from the De-
partment. I support the gentleman’s 
amendment with enthusiasm. There is 
also, as an aside from the issues that 
he has addressed, it has been brought 
to my attention that there may be 
some inappropriate activity that has 
been conducted out of this office. We 
are not going to name names here, but 
there is a buddy who has the nickname 
by the name of ‘‘chief’’ or something 
like that that has been lobbying on be-
half of their causes which is an uneth-
ical, illegal activity that has been con-
ducted out of this office. 

We need to get to the bottom of this 
as well as trying to address the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma’s issue. The 
gentleman brings a good amendment 
forward, and we are prepared to vote 
‘‘aye’’ on it. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses for carrying out 
the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 
U.S.C. 590a–f), including preparation of con-
servation plans and establishment of meas-
ures to conserve soil and water (including 
farm irrigation and land drainage and such 
special measures for soil and water manage-
ment as may be necessary to prevent floods 
and the siltation of reservoirs and to control 
agricultural related pollutants); operation of 
conservation plant materials centers; classi-
fication and mapping of soil; dissemination 
of information; acquisition of lands, water, 
and interests therein for use in the plant ma-
terials program by donation, exchange, or 
purchase at a nominal cost not to exceed $100 
pursuant to the Act of August 3, 1956 (7 
U.S.C. 428a); purchase and erection or alter-
ation or improvement of permanent and tem-
porary buildings; and operation and mainte-
nance of aircraft, $791,498,000, to remain 
available until March 31, 2008, of which not 
less than $10,588,000 is for snow survey and 
water forecasting, and not less than 
$10,678,000 is for operation and establishment 
of the plant materials centers, and of which 
not less than $27,225,000 shall be for the graz-
ing lands conservation initiative: Provided, 
That appropriations hereunder shall be 
available pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for con-
struction and improvement of buildings and 
public improvements at plant materials cen-
ters, except that the cost of alterations and 
improvements to other buildings and other 
public improvements shall not exceed 
$250,000: Provided further, That when build-
ings or other structures are erected on non- 
Federal land, that the right to use such land 
is obtained as provided in 7 U.S.C. 2250a: Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall 
be available for technical assistance and re-
lated expenses to carry out programs author-
ized by section 202(c) of title II of the Colo-
rado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974 
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(43 U.S.C. 1592(c)): Provided further, That 
qualified local engineers may be temporarily 
employed at per diem rates to perform the 
technical planning work of the Service. 

WATERSHED SURVEYS AND PLANNING 

For necessary expenses to conduct re-
search, investigation, and surveys of water-
sheds of rivers and other waterways, and for 
small watershed investigations and planning, 
in accordance with the Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1001– 
1009), $6,022,000. 

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION 
OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses to carry out pre-
ventive measures, including but not limited 
to research, engineering operations, methods 
of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, re-
habilitation of existing works and changes in 
use of land, in accordance with the Water-
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 
(16 U.S.C. 1001–1005 and 1007–1009), the provi-
sions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 
590a–f), and in accordance with the provi-
sions of laws relating to the activities of the 
Department, $40,000,000, to remain available 
until expended; of which up to $10,000,000 
may be available for the watersheds author-
ized under the Flood Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
701 and 16 U.S.C. 1006a): Provided, That not to 
exceed $20,000,000 of this appropriation shall 
be available for technical assistance: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $1,000,000 of 
this appropriation is available to carry out 
the purposes of the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 (Public Law 93–205), including cooper-
ative efforts as contemplated by that Act to 
relocate endangered or threatened species to 
other suitable habitats as may be necessary 
to expedite project construction. 

WATERSHED REHABILITATION PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out reha-
bilitation of structural measures, in accord-
ance with section 14 of the Watershed Pro-
tection and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 
1012), and in accordance with the provisions 
of laws relating to the activities of the De-
partment, $31,245,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses in planning and 
carrying out projects for resource conserva-
tion and development and for sound land use 
pursuant to the provisions of sections 31 and 
32 of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1010–1011; 76 Stat. 607); the Act of 
April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a–f); and subtitle H 
of title XV of the Agriculture and Food Act 
of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3451–3461), $50,787,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That the Secretary shall enter into a cooper-
ative or contribution agreement, within 45 
days of enactment of this Act, with a na-
tional association regarding a Resource Con-
servation and Development program and 
such agreement shall contain the same 
matching, contribution requirements, and 
funding level, set forth in a similar coopera-
tive or contribution agreement with a na-
tional association in fiscal year 2002: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $3,411,000 
shall be available for national headquarters 
activities. 

TITLE III 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Rural De-
velopment to administer programs under the 
laws enacted by the Congress for the Rural 
Housing Service, the Rural Business-Cooper-
ative Service, and the Rural Utilities Serv-
ice, $692,000. 

RURAL COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran-
tees, and grants, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 
1926, 1926a, 1926c, 1926d, and 1932, except for 
sections 381E–H and 381N of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act, 
$699,893,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $49,477,000 shall be for rural 
community programs described in section 
381E(d)(1) of such Act; of which $561,252,000 
shall be for the rural utilities programs de-
scribed in sections 381E(d)(2), 306C(a)(2), and 
306D of such Act, of which not to exceed 
$500,000 shall be available for the rural utili-
ties program described in section 306(a)(2)(B) 
of such Act, and of which not to exceed 
$1,000,000 shall be available for the rural util-
ities program described in section 306E of 
such Act; and of which $89,164,000 shall be for 
the rural business and cooperative develop-
ment programs described in sections 
381E(d)(3) and 310B(f) of such Act: Provided, 
That of the total amount appropriated in 
this account, $24,000,000 shall be for loans and 
grants to benefit Federally Recognized Na-
tive American Tribes, including grants for 
drinking water and waste disposal systems 
pursuant to section 306C of such Act, of 
which $4,000,000 shall be available for com-
munity facilities grants to tribal colleges, as 
authorized by section 306(a)(19) of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act, 
and of which $250,000 shall be available for a 
grant to a qualified national organization to 
provide technical assistance for rural trans-
portation in order to promote economic de-
velopment: Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated for the rural business 
and cooperative development programs, not 
to exceed $500,000 shall be made available for 
a grant to a qualified national organization 
to provide technical assistance for rural 
transportation in order to promote economic 
development; $3,000,000 shall be for grants to 
the Delta Regional Authority (7 U.S.C. 1921 
et seq.) for any purpose under this heading: 
Provided further, That of the amount appro-
priated for rural utilities programs, not to 
exceed $25,000,000 shall be for water and 
waste disposal systems to benefit the 
Colonias along the United States/Mexico bor-
der, including grants pursuant to section 
306C of such Act; $16,215,000 shall be for tech-
nical assistance grants for rural water and 
waste systems pursuant to section 306(a)(14) 
of such Act, of which $5,600,000 shall be for 
Rural Community Assistance Programs; and 
not to exceed $14,000,000 shall be for con-
tracting with qualified national organiza-
tions for a circuit rider program to provide 
technical assistance for rural water systems: 
Provided further, That of the total amount 
appropriated, not to exceed $22,800,000 shall 
be available through June 30, 2007, for au-
thorized empowerment zones and enterprise 
communities and communities designated by 
the Secretary of Agriculture as Rural Eco-
nomic Area Partnership Zones; of which 
$1,100,000 shall be for the rural community 
programs described in section 381E(d)(1) of 
such Act, of which $13,400,000 shall be for the 
rural utilities programs described in section 
381E(d)(2) of such Act, and of which $8,300,000 
shall be for the rural business and coopera-
tive development programs described in sec-
tion 381E(d)(3) of such Act: Provided further, 
That any prior year balances for high cost 
energy grants authorized by section 19 of the 
Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 
901(19)) shall be transferred to and merged 
with the ‘‘Rural Utilities Service, High En-
ergy Costs Grants Account’’. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS: 
Page 36, line 21, after the dollar amount, 

insert the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$1,500,000) (reduced by $1,500,000)’’. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment is to pro-
vide $1.5 million in Federal funding for 
a revival of the National Agri-Tourism 
Initiative under the USDA Rural Com-
munity Advancement Program. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not have to ex-
plain to anybody in this room that 
family farmers all over this country 
are in desperate condition. Commodity 
prices are extremely low, and we are 
seeing the loss of thousands and thou-
sands of family farmers and the way of 
life that many rural communities in 
Vermont and throughout this country 
have known. 

What this amendment does is pretty 
simple. What it says is that in many 
States like mine, people come to rural 
areas because they enjoy the beauty, 
the incredible beauty that farmers help 
create. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANDERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. I would say to the 
gentleman that we would be happy to 
accept the gentleman’s amendment, 
and if he could submit his remarks for 
the RECORD and he can take ‘‘yes’’ for 
an answer, we can move on. 

Mr. SANDERS. I thank the chairman 
very much. I will be very brief. Just to 
say that I think we can all agree that 
we want to help family farmers in-
crease their cash flow, and one of the 
ways we can do that is enable them to 
come up with ideas that will bring 
tourists to their farms, and that is 
what this amendment is about. It has 
worked well in Vermont up to now. I 
think it can work well all over the 
country. I thank the chairman very 
much for his support and Ms. DELAURO 
as well. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this amend-
ment is to provide $1.5 million in Federal fund-
ing for a revival of the national agri-tourism ini-
tiative under the USDA Rural Community Ad-
vancement Program. This program received 
$1 million in the fiscal year 2000 Agriculture 
appropriations bill. The House provided $2 mil-
lion in the fiscal year 2001 Agriculture appro-
priations bill, but unfortunately this funding 
was stripped in conference, and this program 
hasn’t received funding since. Mr. Chairman, it 
is time to bring this program back to life. Fam-
ily farmers today need all of the help that they 
can get if they are going to stay in business, 
and agri-tourism is one way to help them. 

Mr. Chairman, it is imperative that in 
Vermont and throughout rural America we pre-
serve family owned farms and maintain strong 
rural economies. As family farmers struggle to 
survive, it is important that we develop new 
sources of revenue for them. Reviving the na-
tional agri-tourism program will help family 
farmers increase their incomes. From creating 
advertising campaigns and working more 
closely with the tourism industry, to developing 
farmers’ markets, food festivals, bed and 
breakfasts and farm tours, such programs 
have great potential for increasing the in-
comes of family farmers. 
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Mr. Chairman, family farmers throughout 

this country deserve more revenue from tour-
ism than they are currently receiving. Many 
tourists come to rural America because of the 
beautiful agricultural landscape. Unfortunately, 
however, family farmers receive relatively little 
direct revenue from that tourism. This program 
will help put more tourists’ dollars into the 
hands of our farmers and that is very impor-
tant. 

Specifically, Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would help farmers with the knowledge, net-
works, markets and loans critical to starting-up 
farm-based businesses that take advantage of 
the tourism dollars coming into their States. 

Let me give you some examples of what 
agri-tourism is all about and why we need ad-
ditional help for family farmers to get involved 
in this growing enterprise. Family farmers 
throughout this country are converting their 
guest rooms to small bed and breakfast oper-
ations, and are making a few bucks in doing 
that. To be successful, they might need a loan 
to convert a room into a bed and breakfast, 
and they might need some help in learning 
how to market their enterprise. 

Farmers are now encouraging tour buses to 
stop by and to learn what family agriculture is 
about. In order to be successful, they might 
need a loan or a small grant to build a rest-
room or a parking facility. Farmers might want 
to build snowmobile trails through their fields 
in the wintertime. It costs a little bit of money 
to do that and advertise what you have. 

A farm family that grows apples might want 
to add value to their product and bake apple 
pies, and they might need some help in buy-
ing a large enough oven to do that and to get 
started in a small business venture. 

The list goes on and on. But family farmers 
all over this country, who desperately want to 
stay on the land, increasingly are trying to 
take advantage of the tourism that comes into 
their region. 

Family farmers all across America des-
perately need the kind of funding that this agri- 
tourism initiative would provide. The agri-tour-
ism initiative can mean the difference between 
another family farm going out of business or 
finding a way to thrive. 

To put it simply, agri-tourism funding is 
about saving family farms. 

Without this kind of funding America will 
lose its family farms, agriculture will cease to 
be competitive and consumers will pay the 
price of shortsighted government policies. 

Mr. Chairman, family farmers deserve the 
support of this Congress. I urge my colleagues 
to stand up for America’s family farmers and 
support this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Vermont (Mr. 
SANDERS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT SALARIES AND 
EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses for carrying out 
the administration and implementation of 
programs in the Rural Development mission 
area, including activities with institutions 
concerning the development and operation of 
agricultural cooperatives; and for coopera-
tive agreements; $182,860,000: Provided, That 

notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
funds appropriated under this section may be 
used for advertising and promotional activi-
ties that support the Rural Development 
mission area: Provided further, That not more 
than $10,000 may be expended to provide 
modest nonmonetary awards to non-USDA 
employees: Provided further, That any bal-
ances available from prior years for the 
Rural Utilities Service, Rural Housing Serv-
ice, and the Rural Business-Cooperative 
Service salaries and expenses accounts shall 
be transferred to and merged with this ap-
propriation. 

RURAL HOUSING SERVICE 
RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by title V- of the Housing Act of 
1949, to be available from funds in the rural 
housing insurance fund, as follows: 
$4,801,736,000 for loans to section 502 bor-
rowers, as determined by the Secretary, of 
which $1,237,498,000 shall be for direct loans, 
and of which $3,564,238,000 shall be for unsub-
sidized guaranteed loans; $36,382,000 for sec-
tion 504 housing repair loans; $100,000,000 for 
section 515 rental housing; $100,000,000 for 
section 538 guaranteed multi-family housing 
loans; $5,045,000 for section 524 site loans; 
$11,482,000 for credit sales of acquired prop-
erty, of which up to $1,482,000 may be for 
multi-family credit sales; and $4,980,000 for 
section 523 self-help housing land develop-
ment loans. 

For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, including the cost of modifying loans, 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: section 502 
loans, $131,893,000, of which $124,121,000 shall 
be for direct loans, and of which $7,772,000, to 
remain available until expended, shall be for 
unsubsidized guaranteed loans; section 504 
housing repair loans, $10,751,000; repair, reha-
bilitation, and new construction of section 
515 rental housing, $45,670,000; section 538 
multi-family housing guaranteed loans, 
$7,740,000; credit sales of acquired property, 
$720,000; and section 523 self-help housing 
land development loans, $123,000: Provided, 
That of the total amount appropriated in 
this paragraph, $1,500,000 shall be available 
through June 30, 2007, for authorized em-
powerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities and communities designated by the 
Secretary of Agriculture as Rural Economic 
Area Partnership Zones: Provided further, 
That any obligated balances for a dem-
onstration program for the preservation and 
revitalization of the section 515 multi-family 
rental housing properties as authorized in 
Public Law 109–97 shall be transferred to and 
merged with the ‘‘Rural Housing Service, 
Multifamily Housing Revitalization Program 
Account’’. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $430,080,000, which 
shall be transferred to and merged with the 
appropriation for ‘‘Rural Development, Sala-
ries and Expenses’’. 

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
For rental assistance agreements entered 

into or renewed pursuant to the authority 
under section 521(a)(2) or agreements entered 
into in lieu of debt forgiveness or payments 
for eligible households as authorized by sec-
tion 502(c)(5)(D) of the Housing Act of 1949, 
$335,400,000, to remain available through Sep-
tember 30, 2008; and, in addition, such sums 
as may be necessary, as authorized by sec-
tion 521(c) of the Act, to liquidate debt in-
curred prior to fiscal year 1992 to carry out 
the rental assistance program under section 

521(a)(2) of the Act: Provided, That of this 
amount, up to $5,900,000 shall be available for 
debt forgiveness or payments for eligible 
households as authorized by section 
502(c)(5)(D) of the Act, and not to exceed 
$50,000 per project for advances to nonprofit 
organizations or public agencies to cover di-
rect costs (other than purchase price) in-
curred in purchasing projects pursuant to 
section 502(c)(5)(C) of the Act: Provided fur-
ther, That agreements entered into or re-
newed during the current fiscal year shall be 
funded for a one-year period: Provided fur-
ther, That any unexpended balances remain-
ing at the end of such one-year agreements 
may be transferred and used for the purposes 
of any debt reduction; maintenance, repair, 
or rehabilitation of any existing projects; 
preservation; and rental assistance activities 
authorized under title V of the Act: Provided 
further, That rental assistance that is recov-
ered from projects that are subject to pre-
payment shall be deobligated and reallocated 
for vouchers and debt forgiveness or pay-
ments consistent with the requirements of 
this Act for purposes authorized under sec-
tion 542 and section 502(c)(5)(D) of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949, as amended: Provided further, 
That up to $4,190,000 may be used for the pur-
pose of reimbursing funds used for rental as-
sistance agreements entered into or renewed 
pursuant to the authority under section 
521(a)(2) of the Act for emergency needs re-
lated to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. 

MULTIFAMILY HOUSING REVITALIZATION 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the rural housing voucher program as 
authorized under section 542 of the Housing 
Act of 1949, (without regard to section 
542(b)), for the cost to conduct a housing 
demonstration program to provide revolving 
loans for the preservation of low-income 
multi-family housing projects, and for addi-
tional costs to conduct a demonstration pro-
gram for the preservation and revitalization 
of the section 515 multi-family rental hous-
ing properties, $28,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, 
$16,000,000 shall be available for rural hous-
ing vouchers to any low-income household 
(including those not receiving rental assist-
ance) residing in a property financed with a 
section 515 loan which has been prepaid after 
September 30, 2005: Provided further, That the 
amount of such voucher shall be the dif-
ference between comparable market rent for 
the section 515 unit and the tenant paid rent 
for such unit: Provided further, That funds 
made available for such vouchers, shall be 
subject to the availability of annual appro-
priations: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary shall, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, administer such vouchers with cur-
rent regulations and administrative guid-
ance applicable to section 8 housing vouchers 
administered by the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development (in-
cluding the ability to pay administrative 
costs related to delivery of the voucher 
funds): Provided further, That of the funds 
made available under this heading, $3,000,000 
shall be available for loans to private non- 
profit organizations, or such non-profit orga-
nizations’ affiliate loan funds and State and 
local housing finance agencies, to carry out 
a housing demonstration program to provide 
revolving loans for the preservation of low- 
income multi-family housing projects: Pro-
vided further, That loans under such dem-
onstration program shall have an interest 
rate of not more than 1 percent direct loan 
to the recipient: Provided further, That the 
Secretary may defer the interest and prin-
cipal payment to the Rural Housing Service 
for up to 3 years and the term of such loans 
shall not exceed 30 years: Provided further, 
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That of the funds made available under this 
heading, $9,000,000 shall be available for a 
demonstration program for the preservation 
and revitalization of the section 515 multi- 
family rental housing properties to restruc-
ture existing section 515 loans, as the Sec-
retary deems appropriate, expressly for the 
purposes of ensuring the project has suffi-
cient resources to preserve the project for 
the purpose of providing safe and affordable 
housing for low-income residents including 
reducing or eliminating interest; deferring 
loan payments, subordinating, reducing or 
reamortizing loan debt; and other financial 
assistance including advances and incentives 
required by the Secretary: Provide further, 
That if Congess enacts legislation to perma-
nently authorize a section 515 multi-family 
rental housing loan restructuring program 
similar to the demonstration program de-
scribed herein, the Secretary may use funds 
made available for the demonstration pro-
gram under this heading to carry out such 
legislation with the prior approval of the 
Committees on Appropriations of both 
Houses of Congress. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $990,000, which shall be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation for 
‘‘Rural Development, Salaries and Ex-
penses’’, which shall be made available for 
the Secretary to contract with third parties 
to acquire the necessary automation and 
technical services needed to restructure sec-
tion 515 mortgages. 

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING GRANTS 
For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-

tion 523(b)(1)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 
U.S.C. 1490c), $37,620,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That of the total 
amount appropriated, $1,000,000 shall be 
available through June 30, 2007, for author-
ized empowerment zones and enterprise com-
munities and communities designated by the 
Secretary of Agriculture as Rural Economic 
Area Partnership Zones. 

RURAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE GRANTS 
For grants and contracts for very low-in-

come housing repair, supervisory and tech-
nical assistance, compensation for construc-
tion defects, and rural housing preservation 
made by the Rural Housing Service, as au-
thorized by 42 U.S.C. 1474, 1479(c), 1490e, and 
1490m, $40,590,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That of the total amount 
appropriated, $1,188,000 shall be available 
through June 30, 2007, for authorized em-
powerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities and communities designated by the 
Secretary of Agriculture as Rural Economic 
Area Partnership Zones: Provided further, 
That any balances to carry out a housing 
demonstration program to provide revolving 
loans for the preservation of low-income 
multi-family housing projects as authorized 
in Public Law 108–447 and Public Law 109–97 
shall be transferred to and merged with 
‘‘Rural Housing Service, Multifamily Hous-
ing Revitalization Program Account’’. 

FARM LABOR PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
For the cost of direct loans, grants, and 

contracts, as authorized by 42 U.S.C. 1484 and 
1486, $47,525,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, for direct farm labor housing loans 
and domestic farm labor housing grants and 
contracts. 

RURAL BUSINESS—COOPERATIVE SERVICE 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the principal amount of direct loans, 
as authorized by the Rural Development 
Loan Fund (42 U.S.C. 9812(a)), $33,925,000. 

For the cost of direct loans, $14,951,000, as 
authorized by the Rural Development Loan 

Fund (42 U.S.C. 9812(a)), of which $1,724,000 
shall be available through June 30, 2007, for 
Federally Recognized Native American 
Tribes and of which $3,449,000 shall be avail-
able through June 30, 2007, for Mississippi 
Delta Region counties (as determined in ac-
cordance with Public Law 100–460): Provided, 
That such costs, including the cost of modi-
fying such loans, shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974: Provided further, That of the total 
amount appropriated, $880,000 shall be avail-
able through June 30, 2007, for the cost of di-
rect loans for authorized empowerment zones 
and enterprise communities and commu-
nities designated by the Secretary of Agri-
culture as Rural Economic Area Partnership 
Zones. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct loan programs, $4,780,000 
shall be transferred to and merged with the 
appropriation for ‘‘Rural Development, Sala-
ries and Expenses’’. 

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

For the principal amount of direct loans, 
as authorized under section 313 of the Rural 
Electrification Act, for the purpose of pro-
moting rural economic development and job 
creation projects, $34,652,000. 

For the cost of direct loans, including the 
cost of modifying loans as defined in section 
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
$7,568,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

Of the funds derived from interest on the 
cushion of credit payments, as authorized by 
section 313 of the Rural Electrification Act 
of 1936, $78,514,000 shall not be obligated and 
$78,514,000 are rescinded. 

RURAL COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 

For rural cooperative development grants 
authorized under section 310B(e) of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1932), $9,913,000, of which $500,000 
shall be for a cooperative research agree-
ment with a qualified academic institution 
to conduct research on the national eco-
nomic impact of all types of cooperatives; 
and of which $3,000,000 shall be for coopera-
tive agreements for the appropriate tech-
nology transfer for rural areas program: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $1,485,000 shall be 
for cooperatives or associations of coopera-
tives whose primary focus is to provide as-
sistance to small, minority producers and 
whose governing board and/or membership is 
comprised of at least 75 percent minority. 

RURAL EMPOWERMENT ZONES AND ENTERPRISE 
COMMUNITIES GRANTS 

For grants in connection with second and 
third rounds of empowerment zones and en-
terprise communities, $11,088,000, to remain 
available until expended, for designated 
rural empowerment zones and rural enter-
prise communities, as authorized by the Tax-
payer Relief Act of 1997 and the Omnibus 
Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105– 
277): Provided, That of the funds appro-
priated, $1,000,000 shall be made available to 
third round empowerment zones, as author-
ized by the Community Renewal Tax Relief 
Act (Public Law 106–554). 

RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAM 

For the cost of a program of direct loans, 
loan guarantees, and grants, under the same 
terms and conditions as authorized by sec-
tion 9006 of the Farm Security and Rural In-
vestment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8106), 
$20,000,000 for direct and guaranteed renew-
able energy loans and grants: Provided, That 
the cost of direct loans and loan guarantees, 
including the cost of modifying such loans, 

shall be as defined in section 502 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974. 

RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE 
RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND TELECOMMUNI-

CATIONS LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Insured loans pursuant to the authority of 
section 305 of the Rural Electrification Act 
of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 935) shall be made as follows: 
5 percent rural electrification loans, 
$99,018,000; municipal rate rural electric 
loans, $99,000,000; loans made pursuant to 
section 306 of that Act, rural electric loans, 
$3,000,000,000; Treasury rate direct electric 
loans, $990,000,000; guaranteed underwriting 
loans pursuant to section 313A, $500,000,000; 5 
percent rural telecommunications loans, 
$143,513,000; cost of money rural tele-
communications loans, $246,666,000; and for 
loans made pursuant to section 306 of that 
Act, rural telecommunications loans, 
$299,000,000. 

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct and 
guaranteed loans authorized by sections 305 
and 306 of the Rural Electrification Act of 
1936 (7 U.S.C. 935 and 936), as follows: cost of 
rural electric loans, $3,614,000, and the cost of 
telecommunications loans, $605,000: Provided, 
That notwithstanding section 305(d)(2) of the 
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, borrower 
interest rates may exceed 7 percent per year. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $39,101,000 which shall 
be transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for ‘‘Rural Development, Salaries 
and Expenses’’. 

DISTANCE LEARNING, TELEMEDICINE, AND 
BROADBAND PROGRAM 

For the principal amount of broadband 
telecommunication loans, $503,535,000. 

For grants for telemedicine and distance 
learning services in rural areas, as author-
ized by 7 U.S.C. 950aaa et seq., $24,750,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

For the cost of broadband loans, as author-
ized by 7 U.S.C. 901 et seq., $10,826,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2008: Pro-
vided, That the interest rate for such loans 
shall be the cost of borrowing to the Depart-
ment of the Treasury for obligations of com-
parable maturity: Provided further, That the 
cost of direct loans shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 

In addition, $8,910,000, to remain available 
until expended, for a grant program to fi-
nance broadband transmission in rural areas 
eligible for Distance Learning and Telemedi-
cine Program benefits authorized by 7 U.S.C. 
950aaa. 

TITLE IV 
DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD, 
NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Food, Nu-
trition and Consumer Services to administer 
the laws enacted by the Congress for the 
Food and Nutrition Service, $652,000. 

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et 
seq.), except section 21, and the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.), except 
sections 17 and 21; $13,345,487,000, to remain 
available through September 30, 2008, of 
which $7,610,897,000 is hereby appropriated 
and $5,734,590,000 shall be derived by transfer 
from funds available under section 32 of the 
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Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c): Pro-
vided, That up to $5,335,000 shall be available 
for independent verification of school food 
service claims. 

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM 
FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC) 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

special supplemental nutrition program as 
authorized by section 17 of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786), $5,244,000,000, 
to remain available through September 30, 
2008, of which such sums as are necessary to 
restore the contingency reserve to 
$125,000,000 shall be placed in reserve, to re-
main available until expended, to be allo-
cated as the Secretary deems necessary, not-
withstanding section 17(i) of such Act, to 
support participation should cost or partici-
pation exceed budget estimates: Provided, 
That amounts over $125,000,000 in the contin-
gency reserve shall be treated as general WIC 
appropriated funds rather than contingency 
reserve funds: Provided further, That of the 
total amount available, the Secretary shall 
obligate not less than $15,000,000 for a 
breastfeeding support initiative in addition 
to the activities specified in section 
17(h)(3)(A): Provided further, That notwith-
standing section 17(h)(10)(A) of such Act, 
only the provisions of section 17(h)(10)(B)(i) 
and section 17(h)(10)(B)(ii) shall be effective 
in 2007; including $14,000,000 for the purposes 
specified in section 17(h)(10)(B)(i) and 
$20,000,000 for the purposes specified in sec-
tion 17(h)(10)(B)(ii): Provided further, That 
funds made available for the purposes speci-
fied in section 17(h)(10)(B)(ii) shall only be 
made available upon a determination by the 
Secretary that funds are available to meet 
caseload requirements without the use of the 
contingency reserve funds: Provided further, 
That none of the funds made available under 
this heading shall be used for studies and 
evaluations: Provided further, That none of 
the funds in this Act shall be available to 
pay administrative expenses of WIC clinics 
except those that have an announced policy 
of prohibiting smoking within the space used 
to carry out the program: Provided further, 
That none of the funds provided in this ac-
count shall be available for the purchase of 
infant formula except in accordance with the 
cost containment and competitive bidding 
requirements specified in section 17 of such 
Act: Provided further, That none of the funds 
provided shall be available for activities that 
are not fully reimbursed by other Federal 
Government departments or agencies unless 
authorized by section 17 of such Act. 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

Food Stamp Act (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), 
$37,865,231,000, of which $3,000,000,000 to re-
main available through September 30, 2008, 
shall be placed in reserve for use only in such 
amounts and at such times as may become 
necessary to carry out program operations: 
Provided, That funds provided herein shall be 
expended in accordance with section 16 of the 
Food Stamp Act: Provided further, That this 
appropriation shall be subject to any work 
registration or workfare requirements as 
may be required by law: Provided further, 
That funds made available for Employment 
and Training under this heading shall re-
main available until expended, as authorized 
by section 16(h)(1) of the Food Stamp Act: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding sec-
tion 5(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977, any 
additional payment received under chapter 5 
of title 37, United States Code, by a member 
of the United States Armed Forces deployed 
to a designated combat zone shall be ex-
cluded from household income for the dura-
tion of the member’s deployment if the addi-
tional pay is the result of deployment to or 
while serving in a combat zone, and it was 

not received immediately prior to serving in 
the combat zone. 

COMMODITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
For necessary expenses to carry out dis-

aster assistance and the commodity supple-
mental food program, as authorized by sec-
tion 4(a) of the Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c note); 
the Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983; 
special assistance for the nuclear affected is-
lands, as authorized by section 103(f)(2) of the 
Compact of Free Association Amendments 
Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–188); and the 
Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program, as au-
thorized by section 17(m) of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966, $189,370,000, to remain avail-
able through September 30, 2008: Provided, 
That none of these funds shall be available 
to reimburse the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion for commodities donated to the pro-
gram: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, effective with 
funds made available in fiscal year 2007 to 
support the Seniors Farmers’ Market Nutri-
tion Program (SFMNP), as authorized by 
section 4402 of Public Law 107–171, such funds 
shall remain available through September 
30, 2008: Provided further, That no funds avail-
able for SFMNP in fiscal year 2007 shall be 
used to pay State or local sales taxes on food 
purchased with SFMNP coupons or checks: 
Provided further, That the value of assistance 
provided by the SFMNP shall not be consid-
ered income or resources for any purposes 
under any Federal, State or local laws re-
lated to taxation, welfare and public assist-
ance programs: Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under section 27(a) of 
the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et 
seq.), the Secretary may use up to $10,000,000 
for costs associated with the distribution of 
commodities. 

NUTRITION PROGRAMS ADMINISTRATION 
For necessary administrative expenses of 

the domestic nutrition assistance programs 
funded under this Act, $142,314,000. 

TITLE V 
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED 

PROGRAMS 
FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Foreign Ag-
ricultural Service, including carrying out 
title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1761–1768), market development activi-
ties abroad, and for enabling the Secretary 
to coordinate and integrate activities of the 
Department in connection with foreign agri-
cultural work, including not to exceed 
$158,000 for representation allowances and for 
expenses pursuant to section 8 of the Act ap-
proved August 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1766), 
$156,486,000: Provided, That the Service may 
utilize advances of funds, or reimburse this 
appropriation for expenditures made on be-
half of Federal agencies, public and private 
organizations and institutions under agree-
ments executed pursuant to the agricultural 
food production assistance programs (7 
U.S.C. 1737) and the foreign assistance pro-
grams of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development. 

PUBLIC LAW 480 TITLE I DIRECT CREDIT AND 
FOOD FOR PROGRESS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For administrative expenses to carry out 

the credit program of title I, Public Law 83– 
480, $2,651,000, to be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Farm 
Service Agency, Salaries and Expenses’’. 

PUBLIC LAW 480 TITLE II GRANTS 
For expenses during the current fiscal 

year, not otherwise recoverable, and unre-

covered prior years’ costs, including interest 
thereon, under the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act of 1954, for com-
modities supplied in connection with disposi-
tions abroad under title II of said Act, 
$1,223,100,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION EXPORT 
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For administrative expenses to carry out 

the Commodity Credit Corporation’s export 
guarantee program, GSM 102 and GSM 103, 
$5,331,000; to cover common overhead ex-
penses as permitted by section 11 of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation Charter Act and 
in conformity with the Federal Credit Re-
form Act of 1990, of which $4,985,000 may be 
transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for ‘‘Foreign Agricultural Service, 
Salaries and Expenses’’, including $775,000 to 
be made available for debt recovery, and of 
which $346,000 may be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Farm 
Service Agency, Salaries and Expenses’’. 
MCGOVERN-DOLE INTERNATIONAL FOOD FOR 

EDUCATION AND CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM 
GRANTS 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of section 3107 of the Farm Secu-
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 1736o–1), $100,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That the Com-
modity Credit Corporation is authorized to 
provide the services, facilities, and authori-
ties for the purpose of implementing such 
section, subject to reimbursement from 
amounts provided herein. 

TITLE VI 
RELATED AGENCIES AND FOOD AND 

DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 

SERVICES 
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Food and 

Drug Administration, including hire and pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles; for pay-
ment of space rental and related costs pursu-
ant to Public Law 92–313 for programs and 
activities of the Food and Drug Administra-
tion which are included in this Act; for rent-
al of special purpose space in the District of 
Columbia or elsewhere; for miscellaneous 
and emergency expenses of enforcement ac-
tivities, authorized and approved by the Sec-
retary and to be accounted for solely on the 
Secretary’s certificate, not to exceed $25,000; 
and notwithstanding section 521 of Public 
Law 107–188; $1,914,382,000: Provided, That of 
the amount provided under this heading, 
$320,600,000 shall be derived from prescription 
drug user fees authorized by 21 U.S.C. 379h, 
shall be credited to this account and remain 
available until expended, and shall not in-
clude any fees pursuant to 21 U.S.C. 
379h(a)(2) and (a)(3) assessed for fiscal year 
2008 but collected in fiscal year 2007; 
$43,726,000 shall be derived from medical de-
vice user fees authorized by 21 U.S.C. 379j, 
and shall be credited to this account and re-
main available until expended; and $11,604,000 
shall be derived from animal drug user fees 
authorized by 21 U.S.C. 379j, and shall be 
credited to this account and remain avail-
able until expended: Provided further, That 
fees derived from prescription drug, medical 
device, and animal drug assessments re-
ceived during fiscal year 2007, including any 
such fees assessed prior to the current fiscal 
year but credited during the current year, 
shall be subject to the fiscal year 2007 limita-
tion: Provided further, That none of these 
funds shall be used to develop, establish, or 
operate any program of user fees authorized 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3075 May 23, 2006 
by 31 U.S.C. 9701: Provided further, That of 
the total amount appropriated: (1) 
$454,006,000 shall be for the Center for Food 
Safety and Applied Nutrition and related 
field activities in the Office of Regulatory 
Affairs; (2) $545,938,000 shall be for the Center 
for Drug Evaluation and Research and re-
lated field activities in the Office of Regu-
latory Affairs; (3) $194,637,000 shall be for the 
Center for Biologics Evaluation and Re-
search and for related field activities in the 
Office of Regulatory Affairs; (4) $105,595,000 
shall be for the Center for Veterinary Medi-
cine and for related field activities in the Of-
fice of Regulatory Affairs; (5) $253,789,000 
shall be for the Center for Devices and Radi-
ological Health and for related field activi-
ties in the Office of Regulatory Affairs; (6) 
$34,118,000 shall be for the National Center 
for Toxicological Research; (7) $62,007,000 
shall be for Rent and Related activities, of 
which $25,552,000 is for White Oak Consolida-
tion, other than the amounts paid to the 
General Services Administration for rent; (8) 
$146,013,000 shall be for payments to the Gen-
eral Services Administration for rent; and (9) 
$118,279,000 shall be for other activities, in-
cluding the Office of the Commissioner; the 
Office of Management; the Office of External 
Relations; the Office of Policy and Planning; 
and central services for these offices: Pro-
vided further, That funds may be transferred 
from one specified activity to another with 
the prior approval of the Committees on Ap-
propriations of both Houses of Congress. 

In addition, mammography user fees au-
thorized by 42 U.S.C. 263b may be credited to 
this account, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

In addition, export certification user fees 
authorized by 21 U.S.C. 381 may be credited 
to this account, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 
For plans, construction, repair, improve-

ment, extension, alteration, and purchase of 
fixed equipment or facilities of or used by 
the Food and Drug Administration, where 
not otherwise provided, $4,950,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of the Commodity Exchange Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), including the purchase 
and hire of passenger motor vehicles, and the 
rental of space (to include multiple year 
leases) in the District of Columbia and else-
where, $109,402,000, including not to exceed 
$3,000 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses. 

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 
LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Not to exceed $44,250,000 (from assessments 
collected from farm credit institutions and 
from the Federal Agricultural Mortgage Cor-
poration) shall be obligated during the cur-
rent fiscal year for administrative expenses 
as authorized under 12 U.S.C. 2249: Provided, 
That this limitation shall not apply to ex-
penses associated with receiverships. 

TITLE VII 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS AND TRANSFERS OF 
FUNDS) 

SEC. 701. Within the unit limit of cost fixed 
by law, appropriations and authorizations 
made for the Department of Agriculture for 
the current fiscal year under this Act shall 
be available for the purchase, in addition to 
those specifically provided for, of not to ex-
ceed 292 passenger motor vehicles, of which 
290 shall be for replacement only, and for the 
hire of such vehicles. 

SEC. 702. New obligational authority pro-
vided for the following appropriation items 

in this Act shall remain available until ex-
pended: Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service, the contingency fund to meet emer-
gency conditions, information technology in-
frastructure, fruit fly program, emerging 
plant pests, cotton pests program, low patho-
gen avian influenza program, high pathogen 
avian influenza program, up to $33,107,000 in 
animal health monitoring and surveillance 
for the animal identification system, up to 
$682,000 in the brucellosis program for indem-
nities, up to $2,888,000 in the chronic wasting 
disease program for indemnities, up to 
$3,934,000 in the scrapie program for indem-
nities, up to $2,387,000 in the tuberculosis 
program for indemnities, up to $4,900,000 in 
the emergency management systems pro-
gram for the vaccine bank, up to $1,000,000 
for wildlife services methods development, 
up to $1,000,000 of the wildlife services oper-
ations program for aviation safety, and up to 
25 percent of the screwworm program; Food 
Safety and Inspection Service, field automa-
tion and information management project; 
Cooperative State Research, Education, and 
Extension Service, funds for competitive re-
search grants (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)), funds for the 
Research, Education, and Economics Infor-
mation System, and funds for the Native 
American Institutions Endowment Fund; 
Farm Service Agency, salaries and expenses 
funds made available to county committees; 
Foreign Agricultural Service, middle-income 
country training program, and up to 
$2,000,000 of the Foreign Agricultural Service 
appropriation solely for the purpose of off-
setting fluctuations in international cur-
rency exchange rates, subject to documenta-
tion by the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

SEC. 703. The Secretary of Agriculture may 
transfer unobligated balances of discre-
tionary funds appropriated by this Act or 
other available unobligated discretionary 
balances of the Department of Agriculture to 
the Working Capital Fund for the acquisition 
of plant and capital equipment necessary for 
the delivery of financial, financial manage-
ment modernization initiative, administra-
tive, and information technology services of 
primary benefit to the agencies of the De-
partment of Agriculture: Provided, That none 
of the funds made available by this Act or 
any other Act shall be transferred to the 
Working Capital Fund without the prior ap-
proval of the agency administrator: Provided 
further, That none of the funds transferred to 
the Working Capital Fund pursuant to this 
section shall be available for obligation 
without the prior approval of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of both Houses of 
Congress. 

SEC. 704. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 705. No funds appropriated by this Act 
may be used to pay negotiated indirect cost 
rates on cooperative agreements or similar 
arrangements between the United States De-
partment of Agriculture and nonprofit insti-
tutions in excess of 10 percent of the total di-
rect cost of the agreement when the purpose 
of such cooperative arrangements is to carry 
out programs of mutual interest between the 
two parties. This does not preclude appro-
priate payment of indirect costs on grants 
and contracts with such institutions when 
such indirect costs are computed on a simi-
lar basis for all agencies for which appropria-
tions are provided in this Act. 

SEC. 706. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be available to pay indirect costs charged 
against competitive agricultural research, 
education, or extension grant awards issued 
by the Cooperative State Research, Edu-
cation, and Extension Service that exceed 22 
percent of total Federal funds provided under 
each award: Provided, That notwithstanding 

section 1462 of the National Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3310), funds provided by this 
Act for grants awarded competitively by the 
Cooperative State Research, Education, and 
Extension Service shall be available to pay 
full allowable indirect costs for each grant 
awarded under section 9 of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 638). 

SEC. 707. Appropriations to the Department 
of Agriculture for the cost of direct and 
guaranteed loans made available in the cur-
rent fiscal year shall remain available until 
expended to disburse obligations made in the 
current fiscal year for the following ac-
counts: the Rural Development Loan Fund 
program account, the Rural Electrification 
and Telecommunication Loans program ac-
count, and the Rural Housing Insurance 
Fund program account. 

SEC. 708. Of the funds made available by 
this Act, not more than $1,800,000 shall be 
used to cover necessary expenses of activi-
ties related to all advisory committees, pan-
els, commissions, and task forces of the De-
partment of Agriculture, except for panels 
used to comply with negotiated rule makings 
and panels used to evaluate competitively 
awarded grants. 

SEC. 709. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to carry out section 410 
of the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 
679a) or section 30 of the Poultry Products 
Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 471). 

SEC. 710. No employee of the Department of 
Agriculture may be detailed or assigned 
from an agency or office funded by this Act 
to any other agency or office of the Depart-
ment for more than 30 days unless the indi-
vidual’s employing agency or office is fully 
reimbursed by the receiving agency or office 
for the salary and expenses of the employee 
for the period of assignment. 

SEC. 711. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available to the Department 
of Agriculture or the Food and Drug Admin-
istration shall be used to transmit or other-
wise make available to any non-Department 
of Agriculture or non-Department of Health 
and Human Services employee questions or 
responses to questions that are a result of in-
formation requested for the appropriations 
hearing process. 

SEC. 712. None of the funds made available 
to the Department of Agriculture by this Act 
may be used to acquire new information 
technology systems or significant upgrades, 
as determined by the Office of the Chief In-
formation Officer, without the approval of 
the Chief Information Officer and the con-
currence of the Executive Information Tech-
nology Investment Review Board: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, none of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act may be 
transferred to the Office of the Chief Infor-
mation Officer without the prior approval of 
the Committees on Appropriations of both 
Houses of Congress: Provided further, That 
none of the funds available to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for information tech-
nology shall be obligated for projects over 
$25,000 prior to receipt of written approval by 
the Chief Information Officer. 

SEC. 713. (a) None of the funds provided by 
this Act, or provided by previous Appropria-
tions Acts to the agencies funded by this Act 
that remain available for obligation or ex-
penditure in the current fiscal year, or pro-
vided from any accounts in the Treasury of 
the United States derived by the collection 
of fees available to the agencies funded by 
this Act, shall be available for obligation or 
expenditure through a reprogramming of 
funds which— 

(1) creates new programs; 
(2) eliminates a program, project, or activ-

ity; 
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(3) increases funds or personnel by any 

means for any project or activity for which 
funds have been denied or restricted; 

(4) relocates an office or employees; 
(5) reorganizes offices, programs, or activi-

ties; or 
(6) contracts out or privatizes any func-

tions or activities presently performed by 
Federal employees; unless the Committees 
on Appropriations of both Houses of Con-
gress are notified 15 days in advance of such 
reprogramming of funds. 

(b) None of the funds provided by this Act, 
or provided by previous Appropriations Acts 
to the agencies funded by this Act that re-
main available for obligation or expenditure 
in the current fiscal year, or provided from 
any accounts in the Treasury of the United 
States derived by the collection of fees avail-
able to the agencies funded by this Act, shall 
be available for obligation or expenditure for 
activities, programs, or projects through a 
reprogramming of funds in excess of $500,000 
or 10 percent, whichever is less, that: (1) aug-
ments existing programs, projects, or activi-
ties; (2) reduces by 10 percent funding for any 
existing program, project, or activity, or 
numbers of personnel by 10 percent as ap-
proved by Congress; or (3) results from any 
general savings from a reduction in per-
sonnel which would result in a change in ex-
isting programs, activities, or projects as ap-
proved by Congress; unless the Committees 
on Appropriations of both Houses of Con-
gress are notified 15 days in advance of such 
reprogramming of funds. 

(c) The Secretary of Agriculture, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, or the 
Chairman of the Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission shall notify the Committees 
on Appropriations of both Houses of Con-
gress before implementing a program or ac-
tivity not carried out during the previous 
fiscal year unless the program or activity is 
funded by this Act or specifically funded by 
any other Act. 

SEC. 714. None of the funds appropriated by 
this or any other Act shall be used to pay the 
salaries and expenses of personnel who pre-
pare or submit appropriations language as 
part of the President’s Budget submission to 
the Congress of the United States for pro-
grams under the jurisdiction of the Appro-
priations Subcommittees on Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies that assumes 
revenues or reflects a reduction from the 
previous year due to user fees proposals that 
have not been enacted into law prior to the 
submission of the Budget unless such Budget 
submission identifies which additional 
spending reductions should occur in the 
event the user fees proposals are not enacted 
prior to the date of the convening of a com-
mittee of conference for the fiscal year 2008 
Appropriations Act. 

SEC. 715. None of the funds made available 
by this or any other Act may be used to close 
or relocate a State Rural Development office 
unless or until cost effectiveness and en-
hancement of program delivery have been 
determined. 

SEC. 716. In addition to amounts otherwise 
appropriated or made available by this Act, 
$2,500,000 is appropriated for the purpose of 
providing Bill Emerson and Mickey Leland 
Hunger Fellowships, through the Congres-
sional Hunger Center. 

SEC. 717. There is hereby appropriated 
$250,000 for a grant to the National Sheep In-
dustry Improvement Center, to remain avail-
able until expended. 

SEC. 718. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, of the funds made available in 
this Act for competitive research grants (7 
U.S.C. 450i(b)), the Secretary may use up to 
30 percent of the amount provided to carry 
out a competitive grants program under the 

same terms and conditions as those provided 
in section 401 of the Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 
(7 U.S.C. 7621). 

SEC. 719. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer the pro-
gram authorized by section 14(h)(1) of the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1012(h)(1)). 

SEC. 720. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer the cal-
endar year 2007 wetlands reserve program as 
authorized by 16 U.S.C. 3837 in excess of 
144,776 acres. 

SEC. 721. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer an envi-
ronmental quality incentives program au-
thorized by chapter 4 of subtitle D of title 
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3839aa et seq.) in excess of 
$1,087,000,000. 

SEC. 722. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer a program 
authorized by section 601(j)(1) of the Rural 
Electrification Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 
950bb(j)(1)). 

SEC. 723. None of the funds made available 
in fiscal year 2006 or preceding fiscal years 
for programs authorized under the Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et seq.) in excess of 
$20,000,000 shall be used to reimburse the 
Commodity Credit Corporation for the re-
lease of eligible commodities under section 
302(f)(2)(A) of the Bill Emerson Humani-
tarian Trust Act (7 U.S.C. 1736f–1): Provided, 
That any such funds made available to reim-
burse the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall only be used pursuant to section 
302(b)(2)(B)(i) of the Bill Emerson Humani-
tarian Trust Act. 

SEC. 724. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer a program 
authorized by section 6401 of Public Law 107– 
171, in excess of $28,000,000. 

SEC. 725. Notwithstanding subsections (c) 
and (e)(2) of section 313A of the Rural Elec-
trification Act (7 U.S.C. 940c(c) and (e)(2)) in 
implementing section 313A of that Act, the 
Secretary shall, with the consent of the lend-
er, structure the schedule for payment of the 
annual fee, not to exceed an average of 30 
basis points per year for the term of the 
loan, to ensure that sufficient funds are 
available to pay the subsidy costs for note 
guarantees under that section. 

SEC. 726. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer a con-
servation security program authorized by 16 
U.S.C. 3838 et seq., in excess of $280,173,000. 

SEC. 727. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer a program 
authorized by section 2502 of Public Law 107– 
171, in excess of $55,000,000. 

SEC. 728. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer a program 
authorized by section 2503 of Public Law 107– 
171, in excess of $50,000,000. 

SEC. 729. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer a ground 
and surface water conservation program au-
thorized by section 2301 of Public Law 107– 
171, in excess of $51,000,000. 

SEC. 730. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to issue a final rule 
in furtherance of, or otherwise implement, 
the proposed rule on cost-sharing for animal 
and plant health emergency programs of the 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 

published on July 8, 2003 (Docket No. 02–062– 
1; 68 Fed. Reg. 40541). 

SEC. 731. Funds made available under sec-
tion 1240I and section 1241(a) of the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985 in the current fiscal year 
shall remain available until expended to dis-
burse obligations made in the current fiscal 
year, and are not available for new obliga-
tions. Funds made available under section 
524(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, 7 
U.S.C. 1524(b), in fiscal years 2004, 2005, and 
2006 shall remain available until expended to 
disburse obligations made in fiscal years 
2004, 2005, and 2006, respectively, and are not 
available for new obligations. 

SEC. 732. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, Rural Development shall provide 
grants from funds available for the Rural 
Community Advancement Program for the 
Ohio Livestock Expo Center in Springfield, 
Ohio, in an amount not to exceed $1,000,000. 

SEC. 733. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer an agri-
cultural management assistance program 
authorized by section 524 of the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act, in excess of $6,000,000 (7 U.S.C. 
1524). 

SEC. 734. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used for salaries and expenses to 
draft or implement any regulation or rule in-
sofar as it would require recertification of 
rural status for each electric and tele-
communications borrower for the Rural 
Electrification and Telecommunication 
Loans program. 

SEC. 735. Unless otherwise authorized by 
existing law, none of the funds provided in 
this Act, may be used by an executive branch 
agency to produce any prepackaged news 
story intended for broadcast or distribution 
in the United States unless the story in-
cludes a clear notification within the text or 
audio of the prepackaged news story that the 
prepackaged news story was prepared or 
funded by that executive branch agency. 

SEC. 736. In addition to other amounts ap-
propriated or otherwise made available by 
this Act, there is hereby appropriated to the 
Secretary of Agriculture $15,600,000, of which 
not to exceed 5 percent may be available for 
administrative expenses, to remain available 
until expended, to make specialty crop block 
grants under section 101 of the Specialty 
Crops Competitiveness Act of 2004 (Public 
Law 108–465; 7 U.S.C. 1621 note). 

SEC. 737. No funds shall be used to pay sala-
ries and expenses of the Department of Agri-
culture to carry out or administer a program 
authorized by section 18(g)(6)(B)(i) of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1769(g)(6)(B)(i)). 

SEC. 738. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, there is hereby appropriated 
$25,000,000, of which not to exceed 5 percent 
may be available for administrative ex-
penses, to carry out section 18(g) of the Rich-
ard B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1769(g) in each State and on Indian 
reservations. 

SEC. 739. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to study, complete 
a study of, or enter into a contract with a 
private party to carry out, without specific 
authorization in a subsequent Act of Con-
gress, a competitive sourcing activity of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, including support 
personnel of the Department of Agriculture, 
relating to rural development or farm loan 
programs. 

SEC. 740. Of the unobligated balances under 
section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935, 
$9,900,000 are hereby rescinded. 

SEC. 741. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act shall 
be used to pay salaries and expenses of per-
sonnel who implement or administer section 
508(e)(3) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
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U.S.C. 1508(e)(3)) or any regulation, bulletin, 
policy or agency guidance issued pursuant to 
section 508(e)(3) of such Act for the 2007 and 
the 2008 reinsurance years, except that funds 
are available to administer section 508(e)(3) 
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act for poli-
cies in effect as of the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 742. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used— 

(1) to grant a waiver of a financial conflict 
of interest requirement pursuant to section 
505(n)(4) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act for any voting member of an advi-
sory committee or panel of the Food and 
Drug Administration; or 

(2) to make a certification under section 
208(b)(3) of title 18, United States Code, for 
any such voting member. 

SEC. 743. Section 739 of the Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies Appropriation 
Act, 2001 (H.R. 5426 as enacted by Public Law 
106–387, 115 Stat. 1549A–34) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘3 per-
cent’’. 

SEC. 744. Of the unobligated balances avail-
able in the High Energy Cost Grants ac-
count, $25,265,000 is hereby rescinded. 

SEC. 745. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, for the purposes of title V of the 
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1471 et seq.), 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall consider 
the City of Atascadero, California, the City 
of Paso Robles, California, the City of Free-
port, Illinois, and Kitsap County (except the 
City of Bremerton), Washington, as meeting 
the requirements of a rural area contained in 
section 520 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1490) until 
the receipt of the decennial Census in the 
year 2010. 

SEC. 746. Of the appropriations available 
for payments for the nutrition and family 
education program for low-income areas 
under section 3(d) of the Smith-Lever Act (7 
U.S.C. 343(d)), if the payment allocation pur-
suant to section 1425(c) of the National Agri-
cultural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3175(c)) would be 
less than $100,000 for any institution eligible 
under section 3(d)(2) of the Smith-Lever Act, 
the Secretary shall adjust payment alloca-
tions under section 1425(c) of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 to ensure that 
each institution receives a payment of not 
less than $100,000. 

SEC. 747. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to implement the 
final rule published by the Secretary of Agri-
culture on April 24, 2006, amending part 381 
of title 9 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
to add the People’s Republic of China to the 
list of countries eligible to export poultry 
products to the United States. 

SEC. 748. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to prohibit the use 
of non-government electronic certification 
forms that verify properly certified results of 
equine infectious anemia testing for the pur-
pose of interstate or international shipment 
of tested animals. 

b 1430 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise to make a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his point of order. 
Mr. GOODLATTE. I rise to make a 

point of order against section 749, 
which begins on page 80, line 19, and 
ends on page 81, line 7, because it vio-
lates rule XXI, clause 2, which pro-
hibits legislative language in a general 
appropriations bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair finds 
that this section directly amends exist-
ing law. This section, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation in violation of 
clause 2, rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the section is stricken from the bill. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 750. None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available by this Act for the 
Food and Drug Administration may be used 
under section 801 of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act to prevent an individual 
not in the business of importing a prescrip-
tion drug within the meaning of section 
801(g) of such Act, wholesalers, or phar-
macists from importing a prescription drug 
which complies with sections 501, 502, and 
505. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 

I rise to make a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his point of order. 
Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 

I make a point of order that the lan-
guage beginning with, ‘‘The Secretary 
of Health and Human Services,’’ on 
page 81, line 16, through, ‘‘Food, Drug 
and Cosmetic Act,’’ on page 82, line 5, 
violates clause 2 of rule XXI of the 
rules of the House which prohibits leg-
islation on appropriations bills. 

The language that I have cited per-
mits the Secretary of HHS to require 
the holder of an approved application 
for a drug to conduct studies to refute 
proposed theories. This language clear-
ly constitutes legislating on an appro-
priations bill and, as such, violates 
clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I re-
gret that my friend has moved to 
strike this language, particularly given 
the GAO’s recent findings. 

The FDA needs the authority to man-
date post-marketing drug studies when 
needed, and indeed, the General Ac-
countability Office has issued a very 
harsh report of the post-market studies 
saying, and I quote, FDA lacks clear 
and effective processes for making de-
cisions about and providing manage-
ment oversight of post-market safety 
issues. They further say that, to im-
prove the decision-making process for 
post-market drug safety, Congress 
should consider expanding FDA’s au-
thority to require drug sponsors to 
conduct post-market studies, such as 
clinical trials or observational studies, 
as needed, to collect additional data on 
drug safety issues. 

The FDA is under increasing pressure 
to approve new drugs quickly. Some of 
us have been concerned by the implica-
tion of the approval process. Since 2000, 
ten drugs have been withdrawn for 
safety reasons by their manufacturers, 
all voluntarily. As far back as 1996, 
when the inspector general at HHS 
looked into the matter, it found that 
the FDA lacked an appropriate system 
for monitoring or tracking the status 
of the post-market—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
would confine her remarks to the sub-
stance of the point of order. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, no one 
is accusing FDA of willful negligence. 
There can be innocent reasons why this 
study is not done, but the fact is the 
FDA needs to have authority in order 
to assure that we are not putting lives 
at risk with unsafe drugs that are not 
fully tested. 

This language would ensure that 
they have the authority. Prescription 
drugs are the foundation of modern 
medical treatment. The public’s inter-
est is being preserved by having the 
FDA have this authority. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will re-
mind the gentlewoman that her re-
marks must be confined to the sub-
stance of the point of order. 

b 1445 
If no other Members wish to be heard 

on the point of order, the Chair is pre-
pared to rule. 

The Chair finds that this section con-
fers authority on the Executive. The 
section, therefore, constitutes legisla-
tion in violation of clause 2 of rule 
XXI. The point of order is sustained 
and the section is stricken from the 
bill. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 752. Section 1502(c)(3) of the Farm Se-

curity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 
U.S.C. 7982(c)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A); 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘Au-
gust 31, 2007, 34 percent; and’’ and inserting 
‘‘September 30, 2007, 34 percent.’’; and 

(3) by striking subparagraph (C). 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
raise a point of order against section 
752. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. I raise a point of 
order against page 82, line 6, ending on 
page 82, line 17, because it violates rule 
XXI, clause 2, which prohibits legisla-
tive language in a general appropria-
tions bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does anybody wish 
to be heard on the point of order? If 
not, the Chair is prepared to rule on 
the point of order. 

The Chair finds that this section di-
rectly amends existing law. This sec-
tion, therefore, constitutes legislate in 
violation of clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the section is stricken from the bill. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, in less than 6 months, 
farmers will begin to plan for the next 
crop year. Without extending the stor-
age and handling fee program for pea-
nuts, all over the Southeast there will 
be problems in the ag world. As we 
know, when we did away with the pea-
nut quota program, the farmers went 
from a support price of over $600 down 
to $355. Now, in exchange for such a re-
duction in the support price and elimi-
nation of the quota program, farmers 
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were also successful in negotiating a 
$50 per ton storage and handling fee. 

The reason why this was important is 
because when peanuts are ready to har-
vest, the market might not be at the 
optimal selling price for the peanuts. 
Likewise, when the shellers and the 
folks in manufacturing and processing 
need peanuts, there might at times be 
an abundance and at other times there 
might be a deficit. So for everyone in-
volved in the peanut food chain, having 
a good storage and handling program is 
important. You can’t just put peanuts 
in any warehouse and keep them in 
fresh order. You have to have a special-
ized warehouse, and that is why this 
program is important. 

This program is important not just 
to those in the peanut business di-
rectly, the farmer, the producer, the 
processor, the user, and the shelling fa-
cility; but it is also important for rural 
southeast America. The peanut pro-
gram is bigger in poor counties across 
the southeastern States. You don’t 
have a problem with the peanut pro-
gram in Atlanta, Georgia, or in Bir-
mingham, Alabama, or St. Simons Is-
land, Georgia, or Savannah, Georgia. 
You have it in the small areas, like 
Cook County and Berien County and 
Candler County and Bulloch County, 
counties that do not have the growth 
in many cases of those in the urban 
areas. 

This program has been successful 
from South Carolina to southern Mis-
sissippi to Alabama. Just one example: 
in Donalsonville, Georgia, the Amer-
ican Peanut Growers Group, a co-op 
comprised of 85 different peanut pro-
ducers, invested in a shelling facility 
after the last farm bill and created 50 
new full-time jobs and six new buying 
points throughout the region, a great 
success story. 

In Tifton, Georgia, over $18 million 
has been invested in a new dome stor-
age peanut shelling facility that em-
ploys 60 people. This is a product of 56 
different peanut producers in making 
this shelling plant. 

Examples of this are all over here. 
And I know the gentleman from Ala-
bama is here and he has seen it from 
his own area, but even though the 
chairman of the Ag Committee has 
been a good supporter of farm pro-
grams and the peanut program, strik-
ing this language on a point of order 
actually hurts us at this time. Because 
as these peanut farmers are making 
growing decisions, we have just taken 
away one of the great economic tools 
they need to successfully decide if they 
are going to be planting peanuts or 
planting corn or planting soybeans or 
cotton. 

What I would say to the members of 
the committee is as this bill moves 
through the process without this lan-
guage in it, it is quite likely our 
friends in the other body will restore 
this language, and I am hoping that 
the Senators from Georgia are able to 
do that. The language was put in the 
bill by me, Mr. BISHOP, and Congress-

man BOYD, bipartisan support and 
southeastern agriculture support, and 
we are hoping to get it restored at 
some point along the line. 

So I just wanted to come down here 
on the point of order to make sure 
folks know that even though this is 
going to be stricken today, we do feel 
like it does not kill this, but for the 
time being. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to commend Mr. 
KINGSTON for his work on this issue. 
This is an issue that we have worked 
very closely with the authorizers on to 
try to fix this program because it ex-
pired, as the gentleman said. Mr. KING-
STON has been a real leader, as has Sen-
ator CHAMBLISS on the other side of the 
Capitol, in trying to address this issue. 

I am very grateful the gentleman 
came to the floor today to address the 
concerns, because they needed to be ex-
posed rather than just rule on the tech-
nicality that was before us. The gen-
tleman understood that the peanut 
issue was subject to a point of order 
and nonetheless fought the good fight 
to the very end. 

So I would just like to commend the 
gentleman for his work in this area. 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONILLA. I would be happy to 
yield to my good friend from Alabama. 

Mr. EVERETT. I thank the chair-
man, and Mr. KINGSTON has adequately 
explained the situation that we are in. 
This handling and storage fee is abso-
lutely critical for the peanut farmers 
in these very small rural towns that we 
all represent. 

One thing that might be noted is that 
in the last farm bill, which I had the 
privilege of being the subcommittee 
chairman that wrote this peanut title, 
this was put in there to help the farm-
ers and the shellers transition into a 
more market-based program. The prob-
lem that we have gotten into is be-
cause I believe that the USDA has not 
followed the word and/or spirit of the 
peanut title, in that they have kept 
these peanuts, we have had about 2 or 
3 years of great peanut crops, and they 
have kept these peanuts in loan. That 
has not created a market that we in-
tended to create. They have not moved 
these peanuts out of loan, which we 
fully intended for them to do. 

They have to understand if it is a 
budget thing, it is either pay now or 
pay later. But the longer they keep 
them in there, the less those peanuts 
are going to be worth and they will go 
out to people for almost nothing. 

So I appreciate Mr. KINGSTON for put-
ting this language in there, and I fur-
ther appreciate the chairman. I under-
stand my full committee chairman on 
the authorizing side is trying to pro-
tect the committee’s privileges, and 
also my friend from Texas, Mr. 
BONILLA, I appreciate the words that he 
had concerning this issue and, hope-
fully, we can do something in con-
ference about it. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s remarks and, 
in closing, there are oftentimes issues 
like this that come before us that as 
appropriators you never know what is 
around the next corner with legislation 
that is being put in our lap that has a 
profound impact above and beyond dol-
lar figures that we debate on every day 
in our committee. 

So, again, I realize and all of us real-
ize this is a very serious issue that 
needs to be addressed. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to ex-
press my chagrin at the fact that the 
chairman of the authorizing committee 
has exercised a point of order against 
the provision in the appropriation bill, 
section 752, which would have corrected 
a gross shortcoming in the dairy pro-
gram. 

The fact is that with the language in 
the appropriation bill being stricken, 
we will now face the situation under 
which dairy will be at a distinct dis-
advantage when the farm bill is re-
newed in 2007 because the authoriza-
tion committee arranged in previous 
legislation to see to it that the milk 
program expired one month before the 
end of the fiscal year. What that means 
is that evidently the Agriculture Com-
mittee majority desires to see the sup-
plemental milk payment program die. 

I hope that every small dairy farmer 
in America takes note of that fact. It is 
a pretty clear indication of whose side 
people are on. And I simply want to 
make the observation that this provi-
sion that required the milk program to 
expire 1 month early was not done for 
any policy reason. It was done as a 
gimmick to get around the budget act. 
And it is another illustration of the 
fact that when our principal goal is to 
find whatever parliamentary gimmicks 
we can find in order to fit programs 
into a defined box, then real people get 
hurt. The fact is that there will be 
many small dairy farmers who go out 
of business if they do not have the sup-
port that comes from that supple-
mental milk payment program. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I regret very much 
the gentleman felt required to do that. 
I hope that dairy farmers will take 
note of the fact that the only possible 
dairy farmers who could benefit from 
this are the giant operators, the 1,000- 
and 2,000-cow herd operators, but the 
average dairy farmer in the United 
States is hurt by the action that was 
taken today, and I hope they take that 
into account when they go to the polls 
in November. 

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the point of order that was of-
fered by my good friend, the chairman 
of the Agriculture Committee, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, and in support of the pea-
nut storage and handling language that 
was included in the 2007 agriculture ap-
propriations bill. 

As the Representative of the Second 
Congressional District of Georgia, 
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which I am proud to say is the largest 
peanut producing district in the Na-
tion, I would like to lend my full sup-
port and endorsement of language that 
was included in the bill extending the 
peanut storage and handling program 
for an additional year. 

During consideration of the 2002 farm 
bill, the peanut industry, including 
growers, manufacturers, and proc-
essors, asked that the House Agri-
culture Committee change the Nation’s 
peanut program from a supply manage-
ment structure to a more market-ori-
ented program. 

At the time, I had the pleasure of 
serving as a member of the Agriculture 
Committee. The House Ag Committee 
made these changes, working in co-
operation with the peanut industry, 
and the transition to the new market- 
oriented program was a part of a very 
carefully crafted compromise that was 
developed and approved by the House 
Agriculture Committee. 

b 1500 

The 2002 farm bill provided storage, 
handling fees and related costs for the 
peanut program through the 2006 crop 
year. Our concern centered on the fact 
that growers would have to absorb the 
storage costs associated with peanuts 
placed under loan. 

The language included in the com-
mittee bill would simply continue the 
peanut storage and handling fees pro-
gram through 2007, terminating at the 
beginning of fiscal year 2008. The lan-
guage was reviewed by the CBO and 
will not have a 2007 cost, primarily be-
cause the payments will come after the 
2007 harvest. There will be a cost of ap-
proximately $77 million in 2008. By all 
measures, the new peanut program is a 
true success story. 

The storage and handling fees paid on 
peanuts by this loan program are very 
limited in scope. And more impor-
tantly, the storage and handling seg-
ment of the peanut program will actu-
ally expire at the end of this fiscal 
year. 

As the chairman will recall, the 
original intent of this program was to 
provide an efficient and practical tran-
sition from the old supply-management 
structure to the new market-oriented 
approach. Without the bridge provided 
by this program, producers would not 
have participated in transitioning to 
the new program. 

Every licensed warehouse operator 
has a structure for storage and han-
dling fees. These fees will be passed on 
to the peanut producer if they are not 
paid by the Department of Agriculture. 
Much of the 2006 peanut crop has al-
ready been contracted, and the under-
lying business decisions associated 
with these transitions are in large part 
based on the program provisions that 
are in effect under current law. 

Peanut producers entered this crop 
year and planned for this farm bill pe-
riod based on the commitment that 
Congress made in the 2002 farm bill. 
Warehouse operators will not absorb 

these costs. It will be the producer who 
will pay if these fees are not paid as de-
signed by the current bill. 

Peanuts, unlike many other crops, 
can’t practically be stored on the farm. 
Specialized handling and storage by 
knowledgeable warehouse operators is 
necessary to preserve the value of this 
semi-perishable commodity. So it is an 
expense that is absolutely necessary 
and one that the grower can’t avoid by 
doing it himself. 

Without this language, what is now a 
$355 per ton marketing loan program 
will effectively be reduced to a loan 
program that will not be profitable for 
the peanut producer. 

Mr. Chairman, this language is cru-
cial to the future of the peanut indus-
try and continuation of the program 
into 2007. It could literally mean the 
difference between profitability and 
loss, between success and failure, be-
tween farmers surviving or forcing 
even more family farmers off the land. 
These farmers are real people, Mr. 
Chairman, real people whose lives will 
be profoundly changed if this point of 
order is upheld by the Chair. 

I strongly oppose the point of order 
and ask the Chairman to retain the 
language in question which is vital to 
the American peanut farmer, particu-
larly those in the State of Georgia. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
HEFLEY) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
RYAN of Wisconsin, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 5384) making appro-
priations for Agriculture, Rural Devel-
opment, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2007, and 
for other purposes, had come to no res-
olution thereon. 

f 

LIMITING AMENDMENTS DURING 
FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 5384, AGRICULTURE, RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG 
ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2007 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that during further 
consideration of H.R. 5384 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole pursuant to House 
Resolution 830, notwithstanding clause 
11 of rule XVIII, no further amendment 
to the bill may be offered except: 

Pro forma amendments offered at 
any point in the reading by the chair-
man or ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Appropriations or 
their designees for the purpose of de-
bate; 

An amendment by Mr. BLUMENAUER 
regarding funding limitations for sugar 
loan rates, which shall be debatable for 
20 minutes; 

An amendment by Ms. SLAUGHTER re-
garding funding for Center For Veteri-
nary Medicine; 

An amendment or amendments by 
Mr. BONILLA regarding funding levels; 

An amendment by Mr. LATHAM re-
garding section 741 of the bill; 

An amendment by Mr. HEFLEY re-
garding an across-the-board reduction; 

An amendment by Mr. TIAHRT re-
garding funding limitation on competi-
tiveness; 

An amendment by Mr. PAUL regard-
ing funding limitation on National 
Animal Identification System; 

An amendment by Mr. KING of Iowa 
regarding submission of a report on the 
National Animal Identification System 
and certain pilot projects; 

An amendment by Mr. SCHWARZ of 
Michigan regarding emerald ash borer; 

An amendment by Mr. SWEENEY re-
garding a funding limitation on exam-
ination, inspection, and processing of 
horses; 

An amendment by Mr. WEINER re-
garding payments to certain cotton 
and rice producers; 

An amendment by Mr. CARTER re-
garding funding for program integrity 
activities in Federal Crop Insurance 
program; 

An amendment by Mr. CHABOT re-
garding a funding limitation on the 
MAP program; 

An amendment by Mr. LUCAS regard-
ing funding for conservation technical 
assistance programs; 

An amendment by Mr. GUTKNECHT re-
garding funding limitation on section 
720 of this bill; 

An amendment by Mr. BACA regard-
ing funding limitation on operational 
changes to the Food Stamp program; 

An amendment by Mr. GERLACH re-
garding funding limitation on section 
728 of the bill; 

An amendment by Mr. REICHERT re-
garding funding limitation on certain 
milk producer handlers; 

An amendment by Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey regarding Federal em-
ployee attendance at overseas con-
ferences; 

An amendment by Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey on food stamp program in 
contravention of the INA; 

An amendment by Mr. ENGEL regard-
ing funding limitation on alternative 
fuel vehicles; 

An amendment by Ms. JACKSON-LEE 
of Texas regarding claims processing 
on Pigford v. Glickman case; 

An amendment by Mr. KING of Iowa 
regarding the Livestock Identification 
and Marketing Act; 

An amendment by Mr. BOREN regard-
ing funding limitation on the transfer 
of activities from Oklahoma; 

An amendment by Mr. GORDON re-
garding energy standards for Federal 
buildings; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding limitation on dairy edu-
cation in Iowa; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding limitation on fruit and veg-
etable market analysis in Arizona and 
Missouri; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding for Food Marketing Policy 
Center in Connecticut; 
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An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-

ing funding limitation for greenhouse 
nurseries in Ohio; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding limitation for aquaculture 
in Ohio; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding limitation for hydroponic 
tomato production in Ohio; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding limitation for wood utiliza-
tion in Oregon, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, Minnesota, Maine, Michigan, 
Idaho, Tennessee, Arkansas, and West 
Virginia; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding limitation for the National 
Grape and Wine Initiative in Cali-
fornia; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding limitation for income en-
hancement demonstration in Ohio; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding limitation for Appalachian 
Horticulture Research in Mississippi; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding limitation for the Competi-
tiveness of Agriculture Products in 
Washington; 

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing funding limitation for Value-Added 
Product Development for Agriculture 
resources in Montana. 

Each such amendment may be offered 
only by the Member named in this re-
quest or a designee, or by the Member 
who caused it to be printed in the 
RECORD or a designee, shall be consid-
ered as read, shall not be subject to 
amendment except that the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Appropriations and the 
Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural 
Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies each 
may offer one pro forma amendment 
for the purpose of debate; and shall not 
be subject to a demand for division of 
the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

Except as otherwise specified, each 
amendment shall be debatable for 10 
minutes, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent. An amendment shall be consid-
ered to fit the description stated in 
this request if it addresses in whole or 
in part the object described. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

Mr. OBEY. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. Speaker, as I calculate the 
time that would be required to dispose 
of all the amendments made in order 
by this unanimous consent agreement, 
it appears to me that it amounts to 
about 61⁄2 hours just of palaver, without 
the time consumed by votes; or for 
that matter, without the time con-
sumed by slippage as we go through the 
procedures around here. 

That means that if every person of-
fers each amendment that is provided 
for in this unanimous consent request, 
and if they take the time allotted, we 
will be here until at least 10:30 or 11 
o’clock before we even get to the votes. 

Given the fact that there are many 
amendments, that means, as I see it, 
that we could be here as late as 2 
o’clock tomorrow morning. I would ask 
Members to keep that in mind when 
they are determining whether or not 
they actually want to offer many of 
these amendments. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I could 
not agree with the gentleman more. 
The gentleman knows that I have tried 
to work through this bill as expedi-
tiously as possible. I would concur that 
we try to expedite this process and 
minimize the speeches that could be 
associated with these amendments. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED AGEN 
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 830 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5384. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
5384) making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
the bill had been read through page 82, 
line 14. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, no further amendment to the 
bill may be offered except those speci-
fied in the previous order of the House 
of today, which is at the desk. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BONILLA 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BONILLA: 
At the end add: 
Sec. ll. The limitation in section 721 

shall not apply below a program level of 
$1,127,000,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BONILLA) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Hopefully, this will set an example 
for dealing with the remaining amend-
ments. We have cleared this amend-
ment that deals with putting money 
back into the EQIP program. We have 
cleared it with the minority, and I ask 
for an ‘‘aye’’ vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
seek the time in opposition? 

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BONILLA). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. PAUL 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. PAUL: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following new sections: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used to implement or ad-
minister the National Animal Identification 
System. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ment is very simple. It says none of the 
funds made available in this act may 
be used to implement or administer a 
National Animal Identification Sys-
tem. I think at this time one thing 
that this country doesn’t need is an-
other huge bureaucracy tracing and 
following every animal in the country. 

b 1515 

That is exactly what this new pro-
gram will do. It means that each ani-
mal will be tagged with a radio fre-
quency ID, all cattle, swine, sheep, 
goats, horses poultry, bison, deer, elk, 
lamas and alpacas. 

For one, what you own on your farm 
should be your property, and that in-
formation should be private unless 
there is some type of a subpoena. There 
is a fourth amendment issue here. 

Also, there is the issue of just why 
this is being done. A lot of people have 
claimed, and I agree with this, that 
this is a benefit to the large agri-
business farmers, and it is a great det-
riment to the small farmers who will 
be burdened with this great effort to 
accumulate data which will be of ben-
efit to some private big companies. 
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Actually, the database will be con-

trolled by private companies. It will be 
said that this is a voluntary program, 
but it has also been told me by the Ag-
riculture Department that if it isn’t 100 
percent agreed to by the year 2008, it 
will become mandatory. So it is a little 
bit of 1984 newspeak about exactly how 
voluntary it is. 

But we certainly don’t need this type 
of program. We already have plenty of 
programs that trace and monitor 
movement. There are health require-
ments and brands and all the other ef-
forts. This, to me, is a bureaucratic 
boondoggle that we don’t need. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY). 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I come 
from cattle country out in Colorado. I 
can tell you that one of the things that 
has gotten our cattle producers worked 
up more than anything in recent times 
is this animal identification program. 
They are very, very worried about it. 

The feeling is that it is going to take 
the small producer and put them abso-
lutely out of business. The initial esti-
mates for a national ID program range 
from $122 million to $550 million, and 
who will be responsible for that? 
USDA? The producer? The packer? 
Again, we don’t know, because we have 
not defined the range and scope of the 
program. 

The Australian Beef Association con-
demns their mandatory ID program be-
cause it is the farmers and the ranch-
ers that have been forced to shoulder 
the burden. We can understand the 
need to deal with the Mad Cow prob-
lem, but at the same time, the idea 
that the possibility that every animal 
you have on your farm, including your 
chickens and your horses, all of the 
animals, would have to be identified by 
some kind of an electronic means is 
something that just doesn’t make any 
sense at all. 

We have spent about $86 million on it 
already. I think that we ought to go 
back to the committee and reconsider 
this. At this time, I would hope that we 
would not put any money into it what-
soever. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of the 
amendment that prohibits funds from being di-
rected to an National Animal Identification pro-
gram, which amounts to a total about $33 mil-
lion this year. We all know this is a tough 
budget year, and in no way does this amend-
ment intend to diminish the hard work per-
formed by Chairman BONILLA and his staff. In 
fact, I applaud the Committee for decreasing 
the total bill by $7 billion below last year’s 
level. Given our well-known budget problems, 
it is necessary that we evaluate what pro-
grams are working and what ones are not. 
When I look at the Animal ID program, one 
that the USDA has spent $85 million on in the 
last three years and at the earliest esti-
mations, is expected to be fully operational by 
2009, I do not see a program that needs $33 
million more, rubber-stamped for it. Especially 
given that this program has seemingly very lit-
tle direction and has produced very little so 
far, even though all 50 states are now of reg-

istering, very few animals are registered. The 
Department itself has changed its opinion on 
the fundamental direction of the program be-
tween May and August of last year, moving 
from defined timeline of implementation for a 
single national mandatory system to the col-
lection of massive databases. When the De-
partment, the States, as well as the numerous 
producer groups needed to assist in such a 
massive undertaking are undecided on even 
the goals of the program: Is it animal safety 
and disease control, or food safety? Let alone 
a course of action, this is not a program we 
simply need to throw more money at. 

Initial estimates for a National ID program 
range from $122 to $550 million, and who will 
be responsible: USDA, the producer, the pack-
er? Again we don’t know because we have 
not defined the range and scope of the pro-
gram. The Australian Beef Association con-
demns their mandatory ID program because it 
is the farmers and ranchers that have been 
forced to shoulder the burden. As this is cur-
rently set up, this makes for a massive inva-
sion in privacy rights and will in many cases 
reinvent the wheel with current branding sys-
tems already in place. Furthermore, we must 
better define how implementation of Country 
of Origin Labeling will fit into this? We are 
foolish to look at Animal ID and Congress in 
a vacuum. In the report of this appropriations 
bill, the committee expressed concern for the 
program regarding ‘‘mixed signals’’ about par-
ticipation and registration. Animal ID accounts 
for only about 4 percent of APHIS budget but 
I feel that this money would be better spent on 
programs like Avian Flu prevention and Emer-
gency programs that are clearly defined, and 
do not threaten property rights. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 11⁄2 minutes. 

I certainly appreciate the intent of 
what the gentlemen are trying to ac-
complish. I have a lot of sympathy for 
it, but I oppose the American Farm Bu-
reau at this time. The reason is, we do 
need to identify those animals who are 
involved in the food chain for human 
consumption. 

Yet, at the same time, because our 
language, we worked very closely with 
the authorizing committee, requires 
that before it is implemented that we 
have comments in the Federal Registry 
which at that time people can weed out 
those nonessential animals, because I 
don’t want a national bureaucracy 
knowing about every single animal 
that I own or a rancher or farmer may 
own. 

During that comment period, it cer-
tainly would be my intention, and I 
think most of us on the authorizing 
and on the appropriating committee, to 
make sure what you are saying is cor-
rect. So, at this point, I also want to 
point out that we are delaying any of 
these funds to be available to the 
USDA until it publishes the advance 
notice of proposed rulemaking about 
the plan. We are doing everything we 
can in a public comment period. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the chairman of the authorizing com-
mittee, Mr. GOODLATTE. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Georgia for 
yielding me this time. 

I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

While I appreciate the intent of the 
amendment and the questions that 
have led to it, the appropriations meas-
ure as reported contains language on 
animal identification that should be 
sufficient to address its concerns. Since 
becoming chairman of the Agricultural 
Committee, we have conducted five 
hearings on the national identification, 
national animal identification system. 

It is clear that animal ID has the po-
tential to significantly improve our 
animal health monitoring system and 
enhance our ability to respond to an 
animal health emergency. Unfortu-
nately, many of the livestock pro-
ducers I talk with about the USDA’s 
animal ID system, still have questions 
about cost, liability, regulatory bur-
den, confidentiality and barriers to 
commerce that have yet to be ad-
dressed. 

It is reasonable to expect that an in-
dividual producer could look at a 
USDA document and determine what 
he would be required to do under either 
the voluntary program or the manda-
tory program that will follow on later. 

Today, it is simply not possible. The 
Appropriations Committee has in-
cluded language in their bill that holds 
funding until the Secretary of Agri-
culture publishes an advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking outlining how 
USDA’s animal ID system will work. 
This informal process will provide the 
details necessary to have a full and 
thoughtful debate about animal ID and 
allow us to find our way forward with 
this important public policy initiative. 

For those who worry an ANPR might 
slow down an animal ID implementa-
tion, I offer this observation, if USDA 
is not prepared to quickly answer these 
fundamental questions about its plans, 
then USDA is in no position to be mov-
ing forward in any case. 

Mr. PAUL’s amendment has the best 
of intentions. However, the underlying 
bill has provided the mechanism to 
work through the issues he seeks to ad-
dress. For this reason, I believe his 
amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I just want 
to say that if the gentleman from 
Georgia does not want another huge 
bureaucracy, he must support my 
amendment, because that is what he is 
going to get. It has already been fund-
ed. Even though there is pretense that 
there is a restraint on funding, it has 
already been funded, so it is in motion. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. HOSTETTLER). 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the Paul 
amendment. The proposed national 
animal ID system will force small fam-
ily farmers and ranchers to spend thou-
sands of dollars as well as comply with 
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new paperwork and monitoring regula-
tions to implement and operate the na-
tional ID system. This unnecessary fi-
nancial burden could ruin small farms. 

As we all know, many of America’s 
small farms are struggling to survive 
in today’s environment. They are tee-
tering on a line that fluctuates with 
the seasons, with disease and with 
ever-changing markets. The national 
animal ID system will only push these 
farmers further into financial troubles. 
By forcing small farms to adhere to un-
fair bureaucratic regulation, you will 
be driving third and fourth generation 
farmers out of the only livelihood they 
have ever known. 

In town hall meetings across my dis-
trict, constituents have expressed to 
me their concerns with the proposed 
program. They are afraid of losing 
their farms because of big brother 
looking over their shoulder and forcing 
them to adhere to unrealistic and in-
trusive regulations. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Paul amendment and stand up for the 
thousands of hardworking small farm-
ers in our country. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON). 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise today in opposition of 
this amendment. Although I have to 
say that the way the Department so far 
has administered this thing, I have 
some sympathy for what you are say-
ing, but not for the same reasons. 

We have spent $84 million so far. We 
haven’t accomplished a whole lot. In 
Canada, they put this up for $6 million. 
In Australia, they set their system up 
for $10 million. We could have done this 
for a lot less money if we had gone 
about it in the right way. 

I introduced a bill some time ago to 
make a mandatory system. But the 
fact of the matter is, if you don’t think 
we need a national ID system in this 
country, you have got your head in the 
sand, because we are going to have a 
problem. It is going to be foot and 
mouth, or it will be something else. 

If we don’t have a system, we are in 
big trouble. We are never going to get 
back in the Japanese market, some of 
these other markets, if we don’t have 
an ID system in this country that 
works. So this is not the right way to 
go, and I urge rejection of this amend-
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. KINGSTON. How much time is 
remaining, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
30 seconds left. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I will yield 10 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Texas if 10 
seconds will help him. 

Mr. PAUL. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

I just want to urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote to 
try to slow up at least a brand new bu-
reaucracy that is going to play havoc 
with our small farmers. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to urge a ‘‘no’’ vote and say that 

we are going to join Mr. PAUL in fight-
ing a new bureaucracy and also to weed 
out an excessive burden on small farm-
ers and too much information to the 
Federal Government. That is why we 
have delayed the funding of this until 
the advanced notice for proposed rule-
making has been filed, and we are 
going to work on a bipartisan basis to 
get that right. So please vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from 
Texas knows, I have a great deal of re-
spect for him. He and I do not agree 
very often, but I think that he is a very 
thoughtful watchdog in this House, and 
I appreciate the fact that he is sus-
picious of government overreach wher-
ever it comes from. 

Having said that, I want to echo the 
words of the gentleman from Min-
nesota. If you think that we are going 
to be able to sell our meat products on 
international markets without eventu-
ally having a system like this, you are 
smoking something that ain’t legal. It 
simply is not going to happen. To de-
fend the ability of our producers to ex-
port, we are going to have to have a de-
cent animal ID system. We are also 
going to have to have a decent animal 
ID system in order to protect the pub-
lic health of our own citizens. So we 
need to have this go forward. 

What the committee is doing is rec-
ognizing that the Agriculture Depart-
ment has handled this issue so badly 
that they have given incompetence a 
bad name. And what the committee has 
therefore done is to say that until the 
department gets its act in order, there 
will be no funds provided, but we leave 
the possibility open for funding once 
they get their act together. That is the 
responsible way to force the agency to 
quit jerking farmers around. I mean, it 
is like watching a tennis game; bump, 
bump, bump. They change their mind 
every 5 minutes. You cannot keep your 
eye on the ball. One day they have one 
approach; one day they have another. 
And as a result, farmers are frustrated, 
consumers are confused, and taxpayers 
are bilked for a heck of a lot more 
money than this system ought to cost. 
We would not even be having this de-
bate today if USDA had handled this in 
a fashion which was in any way com-
petent, but they did not. So now we 
pay the price with debates such as this. 

I would urge that the House support 
the committee in this position. It is 
taking the responsible path on this 
issue. And I would urge that we turn 
down the amendment even though I 
fully appreciate the frustration that 
lies underneath the actions of the peo-
ple who have offered the amendment 
today. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to associate 
myself with the comments of Mr. OBEY 
and Mr. PETERSON. I think that there is 
not any question that on all sides of 
this issue there has been great frustra-
tion with the way in which the USDA 
has handled this issue. 

In exchange, in the budget hearing 
this year, we find on one day it is a 
mandatory program and the next day 
it is a voluntary program. What we are 
doing is, we continue to put at risk the 
industry and its ability to be able to 
protect the ranchers, and on the other 
hand, it does not deal with looking at, 
how do we protect the public health? 

The bill does address this issue, and 
it acknowledges what the problems are. 
And I think that we said very clearly 
that until there is a complete and a de-
tailed plan for the program included, 
not limited to, pro-legislative changes, 
cost estimates, means of program eval-
uation, and that such a plan is pub-
lished as an advanced notice of pro-
posed rulemaking that these are the 
kinds of requirements that have been 
put in by the committee. 

And I want to urge my colleagues, 
though I understand, again, what the 
frustration is about this issue, to op-
pose the amendment and move with 
what the committee has put forward. 

b 1530 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOREN 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BOREN: 
Page 82, after line 14, insert the following: 
SEC. 753. None of the funds provided by this 

Act for the Agricultural Research Service 
may be obligated or expended to reprogram 
programs and resources currently operating 
at Lane, Oklahoma. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. BOREN) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would 
allow the scientists and support staff 
at the Agriculture Research Lab in 
Lane, Oklahoma, to continue their val-
uable work at the facility. The lab is 
important not only to my district and 
the State of Oklahoma, but also makes 
significant contributions to agriculture 
in the region, Nation, and across the 
globe. 

When the center was established in 
1985, it was in response to the need for 
new and improved innovations in agri-
culture for the south central region of 
this country. I believe that need still 
exists. 
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The ARS lab at Lane shares a facility 

with Oklahoma State University’s Wes 
Watkins Research and Extension Cen-
ter, named for one of my predecessors 
in Congress. 

To give you an example of the work 
being done at this lab, scientists at 
Lane are leading research on water-
melon vine decline. Watermelon grow-
ers have determined this to be the 
most important challenge they will 
face in the coming years. But with the 
experience and leadership that exists 
at Lane, they are confident they can 
meet this challenge. 

The facility is recognized nationally 
and internationally as a center for ex-
cellence for vine crop research, espe-
cially on watermelons and cantaloupe. 
It is important our research facilities 
be spread across the State and country 
to provide the best research for varying 
soil types and climates. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Who seeks time in 
opposition? 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I want to say on 
behalf of the Chair, we are ready to ac-
cept this amendment. I know you have 
worked very hard on this facility, and 
I know your passion for it. The com-
mittee accepts the amendment. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the other side and the chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. BOREN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TIAHRT 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. TIAHRT: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title) insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used to promulgate regu-
lations without consideration of the effect of 
such regulations on the competitiveness of 
American businesses. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is 
reserved. 

The gentleman from Kansas is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is 
very simple. It just says that none of 
the funds made available in this act 
will be used to promulgate regulations 
without consideration of the effect 
that such regulations would have on 

the competitiveness of American busi-
nesses. 

Mr. Chairman, over the last genera-
tion, Congress has created barriers to 
keeping and creating jobs in America. 
There are at least eight major barriers 
in which our policies have been pre-
ventative of keeping jobs in America. 
They consist of health care policy that 
is driving the fastest growth in costs in 
America, making it more difficult to 
keep and create jobs. It includes a tax 
policy that punishes success. It in-
cludes litigation costs that result in 
court costs, lawyer fees and higher li-
ability insurance costs. It includes an 
energy policy that has prevented explo-
ration, expansion of refinement capa-
bility, and new renewable energy re-
sources. It includes trade policy that 
hasn’t been properly enforced. And it 
has allowed American companies to be 
targeted by foreign-owned government 
businesses. It includes an education 
policy that is not meeting the needs of 
the next more technological economy. 
It includes research and development 
funding that is not focused on the ideas 
that will move us into a strong posi-
tion for tomorrow’s products in the 
next economy. And it includes a regu-
latory policy that slows the growth of 
our economy by taking an adversarial 
role which works against those that 
create and keep jobs in America. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to explain 
just one example of how the funding in 
this bill has been used by government 
agencies to prevent us from creating 
and keeping jobs in America. 

Creekstone Farms is a small Kansas 
beef processing plant in my congres-
sional district that has sought permis-
sion from the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture since early 2004 to 
voluntarily conduct BSE tests or 
screening tests on cattle. USDA has re-
peatedly refused to allow BSE test kit 
manufacturers to sell the test kits to 
companies who want to voluntarily 
test for BSE. 

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, the Amer-
ican food system is completely safe 
with many checks and balances built 
into our production, processing, dis-
tribution, and retail system. Mad cow 
disease has never made it into our mar-
kets. In December of 2003, USDA de-
tected the first case of mad cow dis-
ease, but that case never made it into 
our system. It is completely safe. Our 
food supply is completely safe. 

But concerns developed overseas in 
several of our export markets, specifi-
cally in Japan and South Korea. They 
banned our meat products from their 
markets. Since then, we have lost over 
$4 billion in sales and thousands of 
jobs, some of them right in Kansas. 

South Korea and Japan are looking 
for more confidence in their meat sup-
ply. We believe it is perfectly safe, but 
they want something to tell their con-
sumers. 

Creekstone proposed a screening test 
on a voluntary basis of each carcass so 
that they could provide that level of 
confidence to the consumers in South 

Korea and in Japan. But when they 
went to the United States Department 
of Agriculture to get permission to do 
this screening, they were told no. Not 
only was Creekstone told no, but the 
company that manufactured these test 
kits for BSE was told, no, you cannot 
sell these kits to Creekstone. 

Whatever happened to the old adage 
that the consumer is always right? In 
America, we have built a strong econ-
omy by meeting the needs of the con-
sumers, by opening new markets to a 
developing level of confidence. 

For example, the side air bags in an 
automobile: an automobile that has 
side air bags, gives some people more 
confidence that it is safe and therefore 
they are willing to spend a little extra 
money on buying a car with side air 
bags. But not all cars have side air 
bags. The Department of Transpor-
tation said, yes, it is fine. If you want 
to meet those customers’ needs and 
they want to pay a little more, then go 
ahead and voluntarily put side air bags 
in automobiles. 

Unlike the Department of Transpor-
tation, USDA has said that you cannot 
use this type of voluntarily based mar-
keting to meet consumers needs, so 
they have completely shut off this area 
of letting us develop this new market, 
and the consumers in South Korea and 
Japan still don’t have enough con-
fidence to buy American beef. We have 
lost that market now to Australia and 
New Zealand, and it is going to be dif-
ficult for us to gain it back. 

Creekstone has an idea to regain this 
market, but it is the government-regu-
lation bureaucracy that is preventing 
us from opening that market and keep-
ing and creating jobs in America. 

Mr. Chairman, this is just one exam-
ple of how regulations can keep us 
from expanding and preparing for the 
next economy. Other nations are pre-
paring for the next economy, but we 
are not. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize this is au-
thorization on an appropriations bill 
and it is my I intent to ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw this amendment, 
but I will not withdraw from the fight 
of creating a strong economy for to-
morrow’s future. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully with-
draw this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KING OF IOWA 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KING of Iowa: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), add the following new section: 
SEC. ll. (a) SHORT TITLE.—This section 

may be cited as the ‘‘Livestock Identifica-
tion and Marketing Opportunities Act’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) For purposes of animal health inves-
tigation and surveillance, there needs to be 
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an identification system that can trace ani-
mals from the time of first movement of the 
animal from its original premise to the time 
of slaughter of the animal in less than 48 
hours. 

(2) The beef industry estimates that the 
United States cattle industry lost approxi-
mately $3,000,000,000 in export value on beef, 
beef variety meats, hides, and tallow during 
the 12 months after a December 2003 diag-
nosis in the United States of bovine 
spongiform encephalopathy. A livestock 
identification system may have prevented 
some of this loss. 

(3) In order to be as efficient as possible, 
the livestock identification system needs to 
be automated and electronic with partici-
pants using compatible technologies. 

(4) The livestock identification system 
needs to be flexible enough to adapt to 
changes in technology and to the demands of 
the industry and the markets. 

(5) The best technology available should be 
used for the livestock identification system 
while still allowing for registration into the 
system for livestock owners who are eco-
nomically disadvantaged. 

(6) Confidentiality of information on ani-
mal movements, sales, and ownership is nec-
essary to ensure that livestock owners have 
the confidence to comply with and fully par-
ticipate in the livestock identification sys-
tem. 

(7) Besides animal disease surveillance, the 
livestock identification system should pro-
vide a commercial information exchange in-
frastructure that would allow for enhanced 
marketing opportunities. 

(c) LIVESTOCK IDENTIFICATION BOARD.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 

board to be known as the ‘‘Livestock Identi-
fication Board’’. 

(2) DUTIES.—The duties of the Board shall 
be to— 

(A) establish and maintain an electronic 
livestock identification system that— 

(i) is capable of tracing all livestock in the 
United States from the time of first move-
ment of the livestock from its original 
premise to the time of slaughter of such live-
stock in less than 48 hours; 

(ii) tracks all relevant information about 
the livestock, including— 

(I) the livestock identification number or 
the group or lot identification number for 
the livestock, as applicable; 

(II) the date the livestock identification 
number or the group or lot identification 
number was assigned; 

(III) the premise identification number; 
(IV) the species of the livestock; 
(V) the date of birth of the livestock, to 

the extent possible; 
(VI) the sex of the livestock; 
(VII) any other information the Board con-

siders appropriate for animal disease surveil-
lance; and 

(VIII) any other information that the per-
son who owns or controls the livestock vol-
untarily submits to the Board; 

(B) maintain information obtained through 
the livestock identification system in a cen-
tralized data system; and 

(C) determine the official identification 
technology to be used to track animals 
under the livestock identification system. 

(3) POWERS.—The Board may— 
(A) prescribe and collect fees to recover 

the costs of the livestock identification sys-
tem; and 

(B) establish and maintain a grant pro-
gram to assist persons with fulfilling the re-
quirements of the livestock identification 
system. 

(4) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(A) VOTING MEMBERS.—The Board shall be 

composed of 7 voting members appointed by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, in consultation 

with the Chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the relevant congressional commit-
tees, of whom— 

(i) 1 member shall be a representative of 
cattle owners; 

(ii) 1 member shall be a representative of 
swine owners; 

(iii) 1 member shall be a representative of 
sheep and goat owners; 

(iv) 1 member shall be a representative of 
poultry owners; 

(v) 1 member shall be a representative of 
livestock auction market operators; 

(vi) 1 member shall be a representative of 
meat processors; and 

(vii) 1 member shall be a person actively 
engaged in the livestock industry. 

(B) NON-VOTING MEMBERS.—The Board shall 
include 2 non-voting members appointed by 
the Secretary, in consultation with the 
Chair and ranking minority member of the 
relevant congressional committees, of 
whom— 

(i) 1 member shall be a representative of 
the Department of Agriculture; and 

(ii) 1 member shall be a representative of 
State or tribal veterinarians or State or trib-
al agriculture agencies. 

(C) TERMS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Each member shall be ap-

pointed for a term of 3 years, except as pro-
vided by clauses (ii) and (iii). 

(ii) TERMS OF INITIAL APPOINTEES.—As des-
ignated by the Secretary at the time of ap-
pointment, of the voting members first ap-
pointed— 

(I) the members appointed under clauses 
(ii), (iv), and (v) of subparagraph (A) shall be 
appointed for a term of 2 years; and 

(II) the members appointed under subpara-
graphs (iii) and (vii) of subparagraph (A) 
shall be appointed for a term of 1 year. 

(iii) VACANCIES.—Any member appointed to 
fill a vacancy occurring before the expira-
tion of the term for which the member’s 
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed 
only for the remainder of that term. A mem-
ber may serve after the expiration of that 
member’s term until a successor has taken 
office. A vacancy in the Board shall be filled 
in the manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made. 

(D) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the 
Board shall be elected by its members. 

(E) APPOINTMENT.—The Secretary shall ap-
point all members of the Board not later 
than 45 days after the date of the enactment 
of this section. 

(5) MEETINGS.— 
(A) INITIAL MEETING.—Not later than 60 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
section, the Board shall hold its initial meet-
ing. 

(B) SUBSEQUENT MEETINGS.—The Board 
shall meet at the call of the Chairperson. 

(6) QUORUM.—4 voting members of the 
Board shall constitute a quorum. 

(7) PAY.—Members of the Board shall serve 
without compensation. 

(8) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of the 
Board shall receive travel expenses, includ-
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, in accord-
ance with applicable provisions under sub-
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(9) STAFF.—The Board may appoint and fix 
the pay of personnel as the Board considers 
appropriate. 

(10) CONTRACTS.—The Board may contract 
with or compensate any persons for goods or 
services. 

(11) RULES AND REGULATIONS.—The Board 
may issue such rules and regulations as may 
be necessary to carry out this section. 

(12) IMPLEMENTATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall imple-

ment the livestock identification system es-

tablished pursuant to this section not later 
than December 31, 2008. 

(B) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this section, 
and quarterly thereafter until December 31, 
2010, the Board shall submit to the Secretary 
of Agriculture and the relevant congres-
sional committees a report on the status of 
the implementation of the livestock identi-
fication system, including— 

(i) for each species subject to the system, 
the number of animals or groups of animals 
tracked by the system; and 

(ii) the percentage of each animal species 
subject to the livestock identification sys-
tem that are tracked by the system, which 
shall be determined by dividing the number 
submitted under clause (i) for a species by 
the total number of animals of such species 
in the United States. 

(d) PREMISE IDENTIFICATIONS.—Not later 
than nine months after the date of the enact-
ment of this section, the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall establish a premise identifica-
tion system for all premises in the United 
States. The premise identification data shall 
be made available to the Board and shall in-
clude— 

(1) a premise identification number; 
(2) the name of the entity that owns or 

controls the premise; 
(3) contact information for the premise, in-

cluding a person, address, and phone number; 
(4) the type of operation at the premise; 

and 
(5) the date the premise number was as-

signed. 
(e) ENFORCEMENT; FIRST ENTRY INTO COM-

MERCE.—Subject to subsection (f)(2), the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall verify that each 
animal, or group of animals, where applica-
ble, subject to the livestock identification 
system established pursuant to subsection 
(c) is properly identified upon first entry of 
the animal into commerce. Any animal or 
group of animals that the Secretary deter-
mines is not properly identified shall be 
identified using the official identification 
technology before entering commerce. 

(f) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION FOR OTHER 
ANIMAL SPECIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The owner of an animal or 
group of animals, where applicable, that is 
not subject to the livestock identification 
system established pursuant to subsection 
(c) may voluntarily subject such animal or 
group of animals to tracking by such live-
stock identification system. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT EXEMPTION.—The vol-
untary tracking of such animal or group of 
animals shall not make the animal or group 
of animals subject to the enforcement ac-
tions of the Secretary under subsection (e). 

(g) RELEASE OF LIVESTOCK IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBERING INFORMATION.— 

(1) FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT.—Infor-
mation obtained through the livestock iden-
tification system established pursuant to 
subsection (c) or the premise identification 
system established pursuant to subsection 
(d) is exempt from disclosure under section 
552 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) CHARACTER OF LIVESTOCK IDENTIFICATION 
SYSTEM INFORMATION.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (3) and (4), information obtained 
through the livestock identification system 
or the premise identification system— 

(A) may not be released; 
(B) shall not be considered information in 

the public domain; and 
(C) shall be considered commercial infor-

mation that is privileged and confidential. 
(3) LIMITED RELEASE OF INFORMATION AU-

THORIZED.—Notwithstanding paragraph (2), 
the Board may release information obtained 
through the livestock identification system 
or the premise identification system (other 
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than information voluntarily submitted pur-
suant to subsection (c)(2)(A)(ii)(VIII)) regard-
ing particular livestock if— 

(A) a disease or pest poses a significant 
threat to the livestock that the information 
involves; 

(B) the release of the information is re-
lated to actions the Board may take under 
this section; and 

(C) the person obtaining the information 
needs the information for reasons consistent 
with the public health and public safety pur-
poses of the livestock identification system, 
as determined by the Secretary of Agri-
culture. 

(4) LIMITED RELEASE OF INFORMATION RE-
QUIRED.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (2), the Board shall promptly release 
information obtained through the livestock 
identification system or the premise identi-
fication system (other than information vol-
untarily submitted pursuant to subsection 
(c)(2)(A)(ii)(VIII)) regarding particular live-
stock— 

(i) to the person who owns or controls the 
livestock, if the person requests such infor-
mation; 

(ii) to the Secretary of Agriculture for the 
purpose of animal disease surveillance; 

(iii) to a State or tribal veterinarian or a 
State or tribal agriculture agency for the 
purpose of animal disease surveillance; 

(iv) to the Attorney General for the pur-
pose of investigation or prosecution of a 
criminal act; 

(v) to the Secretary of Homeland Security 
for the purpose of national security; 

(vi) to the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services for the purpose of protection of pub-
lic health; and 

(vii) to the government of a foreign coun-
try, if release of the information is necessary 
to trace livestock threatened by disease or 
pest, as determined by the Secretary. 

(B) INFORMATION VOLUNTARILY SUB-
MITTED.—Notwithstanding paragraph (2), on 
the request of a person who owns or controls 
livestock, the Board shall release informa-
tion voluntarily submitted to the Board pur-
suant to subsection (c)(2)(A)(ii)(VIII) regard-
ing such livestock to such person or to an-
other person. 

(5) CONFLICT OF LAW.—If the information 
disclosure limitations or requirements of 
this subsection conflict with information 
disclosure limitations or requirements of a 
State law and such conflict involves inter-
state or international commerce, this sub-
section shall take precedence over the State 
law. 

(h) REPORT ON IMPACT OF LIVESTOCK IDEN-
TIFICATION SYSTEM.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary of Agriculture shall sub-
mit to the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate, 
the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representatives, and the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate a report on a livestock identification 
system, including— 

(1) the lessons learned and the effective-
ness of the animal identification system 
pilot programs funded in fiscal year 2005; 

(2) an analysis of the economic impact of a 
livestock identification system on the live-
stock industry; and 

(3) the expected cost of implementing a 
livestock identification system. 

(i) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subsection 
(f) of section 282 of the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1638a) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘‘CERTIFICATION OF ORIGIN.— 
’’ and all that follows through ‘‘To certify 
the country of origin’’ and inserting ‘‘CER-
TIFICATION OF ORIGIN; EXISTING CERTIFI-

CATION PROGRAMS.—To certify the country of 
origin’’; and 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 
through (E) as paragraphs (1) through (5), re-
spectively. 

(j) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘Board’’ means the Livestock 

Identification Board established under sub-
section (c)(1). 

(2) The term ‘‘livestock’’ means cattle, 
swine, sheep, goats, and poultry. 

(3) The term ‘‘premise’’ means a location 
that holds, manages, or boards animals. 

(4) The term ‘‘relevant congressional com-
mittees’’ means the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate. 

(5) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of Agriculture. 

(k) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $33,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2007 through 2009. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia reserves a point of order. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment I offer today is an amend-
ment that is made up of an original bill 
that I drafted as a stand-alone bill ac-
tually to establish a livestock identi-
fication plan. It is called the LIMO 
Act, the Livestock Identification and 
Market Opportunities Act. 

We have heard debate here on the 
gentleman from Texas’ amendment, 
and it is recognized I believe through-
out the industry, certainly the indus-
try in Iowa and the industry across the 
country that I have had the oppor-
tunity to interrelate with, that we 
must go to a livestock identification 
plan at some point. 

If we are going to make a change, the 
quicker the better. We are losing mar-
ket share in Asia right now because we 
are not able to identify our livestock. I 
took the initiative to travel to dif-
ferent locations on the globe to inspect 
their livestock identification systems, 
including some of the locations in Eu-
rope, including Canada and especially 
Australia, where I tracked their live-
stock from birth to slaughter and each 
one of those stops that they have there. 
They were very helpful and coopera-
tive. 

As I looked at all the models that 
were out there and worked with our 
major commodities groups that we 
have here in this country and sat down 
and sorted through the differences, we 
produced this bill that I think stands 
alone as the single most carefully 
thought-out crafted and customized 
piece of livestock identification that 
has been presented to this Congress. 

It recognizes the gentleman from 
Minnesota’s contribution for protec-
tion of the Freedom of Information Act 

and a number of other interests and 
points that needed to be incorporated 
into this legislation. 

But what it does is it establishes a 
livestock identification board and 
keeps the control of the data within 
the hands of the producers. This is a 
quasi-private sector entity that will be 
established. It establishes a board that 
is made up of seven members, voting 
members. There is one each rep-
resenting the beef industry, one for 
swine, one for poultry, which includes 
chicken and turkeys, one for sheep and 
goats together, and also a voting posi-
tion that would be a member-at-large 
as well as a representative from the 
meat processors and another represent-
ative from the livestock auctioneers. 
Those would be the voting members of 
the board. 

Also on the board would be two ex- 
officios that would be appointed by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, as would the 
entire board. Those ex-officios would 
be one from USDA, our Secretary of 
Agriculture’s appointment, and one 
from the State veterinarians or Tribal 
veterinarians organizations. So we 
have a producer-driven consortium 
that runs this, and they will be the 
controllers of the data. 

We set up the standards by which the 
data would be available to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture in the event of 
the necessity to eradicate disease and 
give Freedom of Information Act pro-
tection. 

So this process we have protects the 
producers from having their data with-
in the control of the USDA; it makes it 
within the click of a mouse of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture if there is a dis-
ease that needs to be eradicated. So we 
find the best of both worlds. 

But the firewall is there. The Sec-
retary can only access the data that is 
necessary for eradication, and the bal-
ance of the data that would be entered 
into this program would be data that 
would be voluntarily submitted then 
by the producers, and they could then 
use this data for market opportunity, 
for breeding purposes, for marketing 
purposes, and particularly our purebred 
breeders will be able to utilize it. 

This is an idea whose time has come. 
It is carefully well thought out, and 
this is the opportunity presented to 
this Congress for evaluation by the 
Members. 

I recognize that it is policy that 
would be amended on to an appropria-
tions bill, and I recognize the gentle-
man’s point of order; but I hope that 
this Congress recognizes the necessity 
to take a careful look at this well- 
thought-out livestock identification 
plan that gives Freedom of Information 
Act protection. 

It is driven by the membership, by 
the producers. They will be able to con-
trol their own data, and they will also 
control then the input into that data. 
We will let them apply some fees, and 
the fees then can go to fund the oper-
ation of the management of the data, 
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and I am convinced it will be far cheap-
er than what will be done by the agen-
cy. 

But the important part is this: it re-
spects the contributions made by the 
other entities out there. The cattle in-
dustry, for example, the swine indus-
try, they have been out there doing 
their contributions from a volunteer 
perspective. 

Envision, if you will, a house with 
many rooms and different electricians 
coming into each room, wiring the 
lights and hanging the lights, but not 
wiring every room and not hanging 
lights in every room, just some rooms, 
the room for beef, the room for pork; 
but we don’t have a junction box, we 
don’t have a way to bring the power in. 

This bill is the junction box in that 
house. It brings the power in that 
lights up all the work that has been 
done by the other entities, including 
the USDA, and it wires the rooms that 
haven’t been wired to this point, such 
as sheep and goats, and it allows for 
group identification. 

That is pretty much the quick once- 
over of the livestock identification bill, 
the LIMO Act, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, recognizing the point 
of order that has been pointed out by 
the chairman, I would respectfully ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman’s amendment is with-
drawn. 

There was no objection. 

b 1545 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. CHABOT 
Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 12 offered by Mr. CHABOT: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title) insert the following new section: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated 

or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be used to carry out section 203 of the Agri-
culture Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) or to 
pay the salaries and expenses of personnel 
who carry out a market program under such 
section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, our national debt is 
now $8.3 trillion. Each day we add an-
other $1.7 billion to it. Each Ameri-
can’s share is about $28,000. Think 
about that. In order for the United 
States to be debt free, every American, 
all 299 million of us, would have to 
write a check for about $28,000. Each 
year the Department of Agriculture 
writes checks underwritten by the 
American taxpayer to foot the bill for 
the Market Access Program, MAP, a 

program that pays industry associa-
tions, cooperatives and State and re-
gional trade groups to market their 
wares overseas. 

Now, should these groups market 
these wares overseas? Absolutely. We 
want them to be successful. We want 
them to create jobs. But they ought to 
do it on their dime, not on the dime of 
the American taxpayer. 

Mr. Chairman, we have spent more 
than a billion tax dollars on a program 
with dubious economic benefits. We 
cannot even be sure that these tax dol-
lars are not simply saving those groups 
money that they would have spent on 
overseas marketing anyway. 

So who is receiving those tax dollars? 
The National Potato Research and Pro-
motion Board has received well over $1 
million. The Raisin Administrative 
Committee has received nearly $3 mil-
lion, and a group called Asparagus USA 
has received hundreds of thousands of 
dollars worth of funding. That is a lot 
of asparagus. 

It is also the type of wasteful spend-
ing that leads to big deficits and higher 
taxes. Mr. Chairman, in these difficult 
budget times, if we cannot cut a pro-
gram like MAP, I think we are in seri-
ous trouble. 

While MAP at a cost of a couple hun-
dred million dollars annually might by 
some be just considered a blip in a $2.7 
trillion budget, the cost of these pro-
grams add up, and the cumulative ef-
fect of programs like MAP is the rea-
son that we have this $8.3 trillion debt. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is 
straightforward. It would simply pro-
hibit the Agriculture Department from 
funding the MAP Program. It is sup-
ported by groups like the National 
Taxpayers Union, Citizens Against 
Government Waste, and Taxpayers for 
Common Sense, to name a few. It is a 
commonsense amendment, Mr. Chair-
man. 

We are spending too much money, 
and it is time to start cutting wasteful 
spending program by program and re-
store some fiscal sanity to this House. 

I urge my colleagues to cast a vote 
for taxpayers and support this amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to claim the time in opposi-
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I cer-
tainly applaud all of the efforts of Mr. 
CHABOT for cutting spending and so 
forth. And yet I find myself on the op-
posite side with him on this. The rea-
son is that Tom Friedman has written 
a very famous book right now called, 
The World is Flat. And the world is 
flat, and it is flat because we are in a 
global economy, where a farmer in the 
Philippines or in Indonesia or in Russia 
can compete with a farmer from Ohio 
or Georgia, just as easy as if he was in 
the same country. 

What the MAP program does is it 
helps sell our goods overseas. Two or 
three hours ago when we opened up this 
bill, I said that one of our farmers’ big 
challenges right now is foreign sub-
sidies competing against American ag 
products. Well, quite often, the World 
Trade Organization seems to allow for-
eign farmers to have subsidies but not 
American farmers. 

Mr. Chairman, this is one tool that 
helps us combat that. I would point out 
that the ag exports at this point are 
over $64 billion, the highest level in 
history. And one reason is this, is be-
cause the Market Access Program has 
shown our farmers, whether you are 
growing Vidalia onions or peanuts or 
strawberries, how to sell your goods 
overseas. 

And for every $1 billion in sales over-
seas, there is about 16,000 domestic jobs 
that are created. In fiscal year 2005, al-
most 1 million Americans had jobs that 
depend on U.S. American agricultural 
exports. MAP is an integral part of 
that program. And yet it is not just for 
farmers alone, here, come get your 
check. They have to contribute up to 50 
percent of the program’s cost. And 
since 1992, the MAP participants have 
increased their contributions from 30 
percent to 166 percent. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
Chabot Amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, can I 
ask how much time we have? 

The CHAIRMAN. Each side has 21⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the balance of our time to the 
distinguished chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE). 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by Mr. CHABOT 
to limit funding to the Market Access 
Program. This very important program 
helps boost U.S. agricultural exports. 

U.S. agricultural exports are ex-
pected to be $64.5 billion in 2006, result-
ing in a trade surplus of more than $1 
billion. Just a year ago, this trade sur-
plus was significantly higher, but with 
increased subsidized foreign competi-
tion, all U.S. economic sectors have 
seen a steady increase in trade deficits. 

Agriculture is still one of the few sec-
tors of the American economy to enjoy 
a trade surplus, and it is programs such 
as MAP that enable this. Exports also 
provide needed jobs throughout the 
U.S. economy and generate economic 
activity in the nonfarm economy. 

Nearly every State exports agricul-
tural commodities. Agricultural ex-
ports in 2001 generated an estimated 
912,000 full-time civilian jobs, including 
461,000 jobs in the nonfarm sector. MAP 
helps the U.S. meet heavily subsidized 
foreign competition. 
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Mr. Chairman, the European Union 

spent more than $3.25 billion in 2003 on 
agricultural export subsidies, com-
pared to about $30 million by the U.S. 
The EU and other foreign competitors 
are moving aggressively in providing 
other forms of assistance to maintain 
and expand their share of the world 
market at the expense of U.S. farmers 
and ranchers. 

In recent years, they have devoted 
approximately $1.2 billion for market 
development and related activities. 
Without U.S. policies and programs to 
counter such subsidized competition, 
American farmers and ranchers will be 
at a substantial disadvantage. 

MAP is specifically targeted to help 
small businesses, farmer cooperatives 
and trade associations to meet this 
subsidized foreign competition. It is 
not a subsidy to big business as some 
would want you to believe; in fact, it 
represents a successful public-private 
partnership. 

MAP is administered on a cost-share 
basis by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture with farmers, ranchers and 
other participants required to con-
tribute up to 50 percent toward the pro-
gram. In fact, since 1992, for every dol-
lar contributed by Federal funding, 
MAP participants have increased their 
contributions from 30 percent to 166 
percent. 

According to the USDA, every Fed-
eral dollar invested has resulted in $16 
in additional U.S. agricultural exports. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I urge my 
colleagues to vote against this mis-
guided amendment. MAP helps U.S. ag-
ricultural exports meet foreign com-
petition, improves U.S. trade, strength-
ens farm income and protects Amer-
ican jobs. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN). 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Chabot amend-
ment. I know that its passage is very 
unlikely, but this is the type of thing 
that a conservative Congress should be 
doing. In fact, the Citizens Against 
Government Waste says, facing a mas-
sive Federal deficit, there is no reason 
taxpayers should be underwriting the 
advertising campaigns of multimillion 
dollar corporations. 

Cutting funding for these programs 
would save precious taxpayer dollars 
and provide a dose of common sense to 
our agricultural programs. 

In addition to that, the National 
Taxpayers Union says, this program is 
‘‘an egregious example of Congress’s 
unlimited appetite for special interest 
funding.’’ Mr. CHABOT has already men-
tioned the $8.3 trillion national debt. 
What is even worse is that the Congres-
sional Budget Office says we are going 
to add $350 to $400 billion each of the 
next 10 or 11 years to that debt. 

If we cannot do this, then we cannot 
call ourselves conservatives. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of our time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
read another portion of the National 

Taxpayers Union letter. They say that 
the National Taxpayers Union and its 
members strongly favor free trade and 
the private efforts of American busi-
nesses that engage in both export and 
import operations. 

However, it is absurd to force over-
burdened taxpayers to subsidize com-
modity producers as diverse as the 
Cherry Marketing Institute and the 
Mohair Council of America in their 
strategies to market their products 
overseas. 

In fact, taxpayer subsidized trade is 
not really free trade at all. The more 
U.S. taxpayers are forced to support 
economically dubious programs, such 
as the MAP, the less credibility our 
Nation has in adhering to free trade 
principles. One would think that with 
the Federal deficits looming far into 
the future, and government spending 
out of control, Congress would take 
swift action to abolish some of the 
most wasteful and unnecessary Federal 
programs. 

Although MAP is indeed relatively 
small when compared with other mas-
sive bureaucracies found in Wash-
ington, the elimination of smaller pro-
grams will hopefully present Congress 
with an opportunity to begin trimming 
corporate welfare and pork barrel 
spending from the Federal budget. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I just want to 
emphasize in concluding, we want 
these organizations to advertise over-
seas. We want them to be successful. 
We want them to create jobs, but they 
need to do it on their money and not on 
the taxpayer’s money. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GORDON 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GORDON: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. 753. None of the funds made available 

by this Act shall be used in contravention of 
the Federal buildings performance and re-
porting requirements of Executive Order 
13123, the National Energy Conservation Pol-
icy Act, and the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, it is my 
understanding that this amendment is 
going to be accepted. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORDON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is correct. We would be 
happy to accept the amendment. If the 
gentleman would like to submit his re-
marks for the RECORD, we can vote on 
this and move on, again with favorable 
support for the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand the message. 

Despite the high cost of energy and existing 
laws enforcing conservation, Federal agencies 
still do not give energy efficiency a priority and 
continually fall short of meeting their require-
ments. 

Our estimates are that the Federal Govern-
ment wasted almost half a billion dollars in the 
last 2 years by not meeting its requirements— 
or roughly equivalent to 8,200 barrels of oil 
every day—a total of 6 million barrels over the 
last 2 years. 

This happens because the laws already on 
the books are not taken seriously enough. The 
National Energy Conservation Policy Act 
(NECPA), last year’s Energy Bill (EPACT), 
and a related Executive Order all clearly state 
that agencies shall meet aggressive but rea-
sonable energy efficiency goals and standards 
and to prepare reports to the Department of 
Energy, the Office of Management and Budg-
et, and the Congress and on the agencies’ 
performance. Yet the Federal Regulations that 
govern new building construction are 17 years 
out of date and the reports reach the Con-
gress months or years after the data is avail-
able. 

The amendment I am offering today would 
increase the incentive for agencies receiving 
appropriations under the Agriculture Appro-
priations bill to comply with the law by tying 
Federal buildings performance to appropria-
tions. 

This amendment simply states that none of 
the funds made available by this Act shall be 
used in contravention of Federal buildings per-
formance requirements. Therefore, agencies 
must adhere to existing law when con-
structing, leasing or refurbishing any building 
with money appropriated under this act. 

These relatively simple steps in designing 
new buildings in conformance with current law, 
measuring building performance, and procure-
ment of energy efficient products will con-
tribute to substantial energy savings in the 
Federal sector—lessons that have already 
been learned outside the Federal Government. 

Increased energy conservation in the Fed-
eral sector means cleaner air, cleaner water, 
and in a time of soaring energy costs, keeping 
money in taxpayers pockets. 

How can we expect consumers and industry 
to make sacrifices and commit to energy con-
servation when the Federal Government fails 
to make it a priority for itself? 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CARTER 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CARTER: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), add the following new section: 
SEC. 7ll. Not more than $3,600,000 of the 

funds made available in this Act under sec-
tion 522(e) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1522(e)) may be used for program 
compliance integrity under section 515 of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 1515). 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CARTER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, it is 
very seldom that we get good news 
around here, but the purpose of this 
amendment is the continuation of a 
program that is a success. 

Tarleton State University has put to-
gether a data mining program in which 
they have been examining the oper-
ations of the crop insurance program. 
And they have to date saved this coun-
try $450 million in waste, fraud and 
abuse from the crop insurance pro-
gram. And it is estimated that they 
have at least prevented the same. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good program 
that returns 22 to 1 on its expenditures. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Let me just first com-
pliment the gentleman from Texas for 
his hard work on this issue. This school 
should erect a statue in his honor for 
all of the effort that he has put in this 
tirelessly for the last few weeks. 

The gentleman is correct. This has 
been a good program in years past, but 
it was not an authorized program this 
time around. And we have tried to 
work with the gentleman to try to fig-
ure out a solution to this. 

Mr. Chairman, I am telling the gen-
tleman that we would be happy to ac-
cept the amendment. I know that it 
has been an ordeal to get the language 
just right so we could move forward 
with this issue. I want to let the gen-
tleman know that we would be happy 
to continue to work with him on this. 

Mr. CARTER. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. I thank the ranking member, 
also, for working with me on this. 

b 1600 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, thank you very much. I rise in 
support of this amendment. As I under-
stand, it is a place holder for the oppor-
tunity for us to further discuss and re-
fine the opportunity to continue fund-
ing of data mining. 

I chair the subcommittee that has re-
sponsibility for crop insurance, and 
this to me is one of the most successful 
programs in weeding out and finding 
fraud and abuse. I encourage the con-

ferees. I was glad to hear the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. BONILLA’s re-
marks, as we try to find an opportunity 
to make certain this program con-
tinues. As a member of the authorizing 
committee, I look forward to working 
with you to see that the necessary au-
thorization occurs. It is an awfully im-
portant program and one that we will 
hold a hearing on in the future in hopes 
that we can expand this opportunity to 
other areas of the Department’s oper-
ations. I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding. 

Mr. CARTER. I thank the chairman 
for his support and also Mr. GOOD-
LATTE, the chairman of the committee, 
has expressed his support of this pro-
gram also. It is the future of looking at 
how we do government, and I am ex-
cited to be able to be going forward on 
this. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CARTER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ENGEL 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ENGEL: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used in contravention of 
section 301 of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 
(42 U.S.C. 13211). 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, we 
have worked on this language, and I 
have corrected some problems we had 
with it. And we are happy to accept the 
language if the gentleman will accept 
our support for this. 

Mr. ENGEL. I certainly will, and I 
will submit my statement for the 
RECORD. 

Let me say that what we are trying 
to do here is to move America off its 
addiction to foreign oil by requiring 
USDA to abide by the law and at least 
three-quarters of the fleets that they 
purchase will have to be fuel-flexible 
cars, and I am delighted that you will 
go along with this. 

We rarely have an opportunity to meet the 
needs of our farmers while also directly meet-
ing the needs of our national security. But we 
do today. 

President Bush was right to say we are ad-
dicted to oil. But now we in Congress need to 
take action. We need bold action to end this 
addiction. We need ethanol—not as an addi-
tive but as a full fledged alternative. 

And though I am loath to use this metaphor 
during the debate on the Agriculture bill, we 
have a chicken and the egg problem with eth-
anol. Should we put more ethanol on the mar-
ket and hope people buy cars that can use it 
or have more cars on the market and hope 
people will turn to ethanol? 

I believe we need to get more flexible fuel 
vehicle on the road. And, I believe we should 
use the purchasing power of the federal gov-
ernment to pursue this. 

Now some may not like the federal govern-
ment interfering in markets. To this I would re-
spond, this is about national security and that 
is the federal government’s responsibility. And 
with the war on terror, we must look at all op-
tions—not just putting our military overseas 
but what we can do right here at home. 

Some might not like the federal government 
interfering with consumer’s choices. To this I 
would respond that the U.S. government is the 
largest consumer of goods and services on 
the planet. And to meet our responsibility to 
protect the American people, we have to take 
this step toward weaning ourselves from for-
eign oil. 

Furthermore, Congress has already spoken 
on this issue—however the Administration— 
both Democratic and Republicans Administra-
tions—have failed to comply. 

In 1992 the Congress passed the Energy 
Policy Act and in section 303 of that law, Con-
gress set out targets for the fleet of federal 
motor vehicles to be alternative fuel vehicles. 
By 1999, 75 percent of vehicles purchased or 
leased were supposed to be Alternative Fuel. 
We aren’t even close. 

According the GSA’s Federal Fleet Report 
for FY2005 only 26 percent of new vehicles 
acquired were AFV. 

And only 15 percent of the whole existing 
federal fleet is AFV. 

In 2005, the Department of Agriculture had 
41,154 cars—and only 3,267 were E–85 capa-
ble. In fact, 85 percent of the Ag Department’s 
fleet is still gasoline only. Of the 4,108 vehi-
cles purchased by the Department of Agri-
culture in FY2005 77 percent were gasoline 
only. 

The number of flex fuel cars on the road 
today is less than 8 million out of more than 
130 million on the road today. 

We must do better than that if we are going 
to get the gas stations to start providing E–85 
as an alternative fuel. 

Of the 175,000 ‘‘fuel stations;’’ nation wide, 
only about 700 have E85 available. 

And though there are more than 150,000 
flex fuel cars in New York there is not one sta-
tion that sells E85 in New York. 

Let’s take this first step and use the federal 
government’s purchasing power to make alter-
native fuels a reality. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY 
Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. HEFLEY: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
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SEC. ll. Appropriations made in this Act 

are hereby reduced in the amount of 
$178,120,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I will take the admo-
nition of Mr. BONILLA and Mr. OBEY 
that we are going to be here way into 
the night if everybody takes all their 
time, and so I will not do that. I want 
the chairman to know I have 8 pages of 
scintillating argument here; but since I 
do not think it is going to change your 
mind anyway, let me just say that this 
is the amendment that you are famil-
iar with that would cut 1 percent of the 
discretionary funding in the bill. It 
amounts to $178 million, which rep-
resents one penny off every dollar. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise again today to offer an 
amendment to cut the level of discretionary 
funding in this appropriations bill by 1 percent. 
This amount equals $178.12 million dollars 
which represents only one penny off of every 
dollar. 

As most members are aware, I have offered 
a series of similar amendments to several ap-
propriations bills. I think it is important to state 
the affect these amendments would have on 
the deficit if they would be accepted on all 
spending bills. 

We have to draw a line somewhere. The 
budget we have for next year is simply too 
large. We can do something about the deficit 
right now. 

By voting for my amendment you are stating 
that American tax payers should not have to 
pay higher taxes in the future because we 
couldn’t control our spending today. 

Some of the projects in this FY 07 Agri-
culture Appropriations bill include over $4 mil-
lion for Shrimp aquiculture research in 7 
states. The USDA even testified in 2005 that 
this project’s objectives of developing a sus-
tainable domestic shrimp farming industry in 
the United States were met and completed in 
1987. If the USDA concluded that the project’s 
objectives were met 18 years before, why has 
Congress continued to fund this program at 
this level? 

We also fund over $6.4 million for wood uti-
lization and we’ve paid nearly $86 million on 
this program since 1985, $2.5 million for cot-
ton research in Texas designed for in part, to 
expand the demand for cotton research in 
West Texas, almost $2 million to research red 
imported fire ants in Mississippi, as well as 
$878,000 for catfish genome research in Ala-
bama. 

These are just a few examples of the fund-
ing included in these appropriations bills. 

The 07 Agriculture appropriations bill still 
provides nearly $17.8 billion in official discre-
tionary spending, which represents over a $1 
billion increase from the previous year and al-
most $500 million over the President’s re-
quest. The authorizing and appropriating com-
mittees successfully eliminated a considerable 
amount of mandatory spending with help from 
the Deficit Reduction Act, but appropriators 
still shifted another $650 million from manda-

tory to discretionary spending which distorts 
some of the numbers. Last year the discre-
tionary funds in this bill were essentially flat 
funded, but mandatory spending rose expo-
nentially. We seem to be playing hot potato 
with these funds by trading off every year. 

Our budget should be no different from the 
taxpayers’ budgets at home. When we have 
less money, we should spend less money. It 
really is that simple. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BONILLA. I will be very brief. 
The gentleman is sincere in his effort 

in bringing this amendment forward 
year after year after year, and the ma-
jority of House opposes it year after 
year after year; and once again we op-
pose it today. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado will be post-
poned. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LATHAM 
Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LATHAM: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following new section: 
SEC. 7ll. None of the funds appropriated 

or otherwise made available by this Act shall 
be used to pay salaries and expenses of per-
sonnel who implement or administer section 
741 of this Act or section 508(e)(3) of the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)(3)) 
or any regulation, bulletin, policy, or agency 
guidance issued pursuant to such section for 
the 2007 and the 2008 reinsurance years, ex-
cept that funds are available to administer 
such section for policies for those producers 
who, before the date of the enactment of this 
Act, had in effect a crop year 2006 crop insur-
ance policy from a company eligible for the 
opportunity to offer a premium reduction 
under such section for the 2006 reinsurance 
year. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on this amend-
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is reserved. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, this is 
an amendment that has to do with crop 
insurance. As we all know last year in 

the ag appropriations bill there was an 
amendment in that that prohibited 
funding to do audits of companies that 
offer the premium reduction program. 
And that language, which I will read, 
says: ‘‘This amendment would provide 
time for an independent analysis of the 
program and the regulatory resources 
required by USDA to satisfy the statu-
tory requirements. It would give the 
authorizing committees time to evalu-
ate the premium discounting program 
and make proper adjustments in the 
law before it has expanded.’’ 

Folks, here we are again. We have a 
prohibition extending another year in 
this bill as far as funding. And what 
this does is stop companies from offer-
ing a reduced premium on their crop 
insurance to farmers. 

I understand that there are folks who 
do not like this program. There have 
been concerns raised about the way it 
has been implemented, about practices 
that some companies have maybe used 
in selling the product. 

In the bill last year when we put the 
prohibition or the limitation of funding 
in, that was to give USDA and the au-
thorizing committee time to evaluate 
it. We have written to USDA. They 
have responded that they cannot find 
any problems with the program, and 
that is their position. There were con-
cerns earlier and those concerns have 
been met. 

In the limitation last year, the au-
thorizing committee was asked to 
make recommendations to change the 
program if there were problems. That 
has not happened. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a former insur-
ance agent. I used to sell crop insur-
ance. There is no industry that I like 
or love any more than this industry. 
And so it is very difficult for me to 
look at this and be totally objective. 
But I honestly believe that this Con-
gress has got to look at the benefit of 
the producers. I will not in any way, 
shape or form harm the crop insurance 
industry. That is the last thing that we 
can do here because this is a way of 
farmers managing their risk that they 
have on their farms, and we have got to 
make sure that they have those poli-
cies available for them to cover their 
losses. 

Having said that, the authorizing 
committee has not given a rec-
ommendation. I think that we have to 
look at what the authorizing com-
mittee on the House side and the other 
body have to say on this. We will have 
an opportunity in conference to takes 
this issue on; and if I could engage the 
chairman, Mr. Chairman, I would offer 
to at this time withdraw this amend-
ment if, in fact, I could get your com-
mitment that we would, in fact, in a 
realistic basis address this issue to 
make sure that we do the right thing 
for our producers. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. BONILLA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. The gentleman 
knows absolutely we will continue to 
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try to work with the gentleman. I 
know we have had some differences on 
this issue, but no one has worked hard-
er on this issue in the last few weeks 
and months than the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

I have said to the gentleman pri-
vately, and I will now say publicly, 
that the people in Iowa, not just in the 
gentleman’s district, that the people in 
the State should canonize the gen-
tleman, Mr. LATHAM, for his hard work 
on a long list of issues that he has 
worked on in this subcommittee for 
many years now. 

There are some years as the gen-
tleman knows where he consistently is 
more successful on a long list of issues 
that is about twice as long. I am the 
chairman of the subcommittee, and the 
gentleman from Iowa usually gets dou-
ble of his requests in the bill. That is 
how hard he works, and that is how ef-
fective he is. So whether you win or 
lose on this issue in the end, I would 
say to the gentleman from Iowa that 
the people on both sides of this issue 
should realize that you doing every-
thing possible and we certainly will 
continue to work with the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gentleman 
very much. It would be my hope and 
ambition at this point to bring all the 
parties together, to finally bring some 
type of resolution to it, to have a fair 
and honest discussion with no personal 
attacks, things like that, that unfortu-
nately we have seen throughout some 
of this debate on the issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. 

BLUMENAUER 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 6 Offered by Mr. 

BLUMENAUER: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), add the following new section: 
SEC. 7ll. None of the funds appropriated 

or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be used to to pay the salaries and expenses of 
personnel who make loans available under 
section 156 of the Federal Agriculture Im-
provement and Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 
7272) to processors of domestically grown 
sugarcane at a rate in excess of 17 cents per 
pound for raw cane sugar or to processors of 
domestically grown sugar beets at a rate in 
excess of 21.6 cents per pound for refined beet 
sugar. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 90 second. 

Mr. Chairman, the United States 
sugar program is one of the most ar-
chaic and misguided Federal policies 

that we have. It artificially raises the 
prices of sugar. It harms U.S. cus-
tomers and consumers, and prevents 
developing nations from competing in 
the global market place. 

One of the deep concerns I have is 
that people are circulating here with a 
straight face the assertion that this is 
a no-cost program. Nothing could be 
further from the truth. It drives up the 
price for American consumers each 
year, upwards of $2 billion a year. It 
undercuts industries that use sugar as 
a means of production like the confec-
tionery industry. And it is part of an 
enormous environmental damage, like 
the everglades, where we are spending 
$7.5 billion in clean-up. 

In the course of the debate this after-
noon, we will have opportunities for 
people to focus on the need to elimi-
nate this program. This amendment is 
a small step towards sanity, making a 
6 percent reduction in the guaranteed 
price if it is adopted. 

I strongly urge that my colleagues 
look at the facts surrounding this, look 
at what is going to be good for the con-
sumer, for the environment, for the 
taxpayer, and taking a step toward a 
rational agriculture policy. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 10 min-
utes. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Blumenauer 
amendment which calls for reductions 
of the loan rates established in the 2002 
farm bill for both refined beet sugar 
and raw cane sugar. 

Mr. Chairman, farmers have crafted 
their business plans based on the assur-
ances of the 2002 farm bill. Farmers 
have invested time and money in that 
crop often with capital borrowed from 
the bank. It is unfair now to reduce the 
returns that farmers counted on when 
planning, financing, and planting that 
crop. 

This debate concerning the sugar 
program is an important one. However, 
it is a debate that my committee will 
conduct at the appropriate time during 
the authorization of the new farm bill. 
As chairman of the House Agriculture 
Committee, I have already held farm 
bill field hearings this year and will be 
holding additional farm bill hearings 
this summer and fall. 

During this process, and not when we 
are on the floor debating an appropria-
tions bill, is the correct time for dis-
cussing and making possible changes to 
U.S. sugar policy. 

Mr. Chairman, in my capacity as 
chairman of the House Agriculture 
Committee, it is my responsibility to 
look at all of agriculture and consider 
what is best for the United States and 
our farmers and ranchers. The policy 
that was put in place by the 2002 farm 
bill must remain intact. I stand by this 
commitment to farmers and ranchers 
and urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the 
Blumenauer-Flake amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

b 1615 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I am here to confess my 
reading incomprehension. I have lis-
tened to many of my conservative 
friends talk about the wonders of the 
free market, of the importance of let-
ting the consumers make their best 
choices, of keeping government out of 
economic activity, of the virtues of 
free trade, but then I look at various 
agricultural programs like this one. 
Now, it violates every principle of free 
market economics known to man and 
two or three not yet discovered. 

So I have been forced to conclude 
that in all of those great free market 
texts by Ludwig von Mises, Friedrich 
Hayek and all the others that there is 
a footnote that says, by the way, none 
of this applies to agriculture. Now, it 
may be written in high German, and 
that may be why I have not been able 
to discern it, but there is no greater 
contrast in America today than be-
tween the free enterprise rhetoric of so 
many conservatives and the statist, 
subsidized, inflationary, protectionist, 
anti-consumer agricultural policies, 
and this is one of them. 

In particular, I have listened to peo-
ple, and some of us have said let us pro-
tect workers and the environment in 
trade; let us not have unrestricted free 
trade; but let us have trade that re-
spects worker rights and environ-
mental rights. And we have been exco-
riated for our lack of concern for poor 
countries. 

There is no greater obstacle, as it is 
now clear in the Doha round, to the 
completion of a comprehensive trade 
policy than the American agricultural 
policy, with one exception, European 
agricultural policy, which is much 
worse and just as phony. 

Sugar is an example. This program is 
an interference with the legitimate ef-
forts at economic self-help in many 
foreign nations. 

So I appreciate the leadership of the 
gentleman from Arizona and the gen-
tleman from Oregon. Here is a chance 
for some of my free-enterprise-pro-
fessing friends to get honest with 
themselves, and now maybe we will see 
some born-again free enterprisers in 
the agricultural field. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
am pleased to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. PETER-
SON), ranking member of the Agri-
culture Committee. 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Just a couple of comments here. 
Whatever you want to say about this, 
this program does not cost the tax-
payers any money. There has been no 
cost for the last number of years, and I 
guess you could make the argument 
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that it maybe has some impact on the 
prices consumers pay, but I would just 
like to read to the gentleman on the 
other side of this what the consumers 
think about this. 

We just did a poll on this, and they 
were asked, how concerned are you 
about sugar prices? Thirty-three per-
cent are concerned; 64 percent are not 
concerned. 

They were asked: Still thinking of 
the sugar price in 2005, the average 
price is 43 cents. The average price in 
1990 was 43 cents. In 1980, it was 43 
cents. So what do you think about 
this? Twenty-seven percent said it was 
expensive; 69 percent said it is not ex-
pensive. 

How important do you think it is for 
the United States to be able to produce 
food domestically instead of with for-
eigners? The previous gentleman was 
talking about the Europeans. Right 
now, if we got rid of the sugar program, 
we would end up importing sugar from 
Europe which has a price 50 percent 
higher than the price in the United 
States. So, when asked about that, the 
consumers, these are consumers, said 
that 93 percent think it is important 
we produce it here in the United 
States; 6 percent think it is not impor-
tant. 

So you vote on the line with the 
American consumers, and they are not 
concerned about this. I tell you who is 
concerned about this is the people that 
use sugar in their candy bars and other 
kinds of things, and I will guarantee 
you we can cut the price of sugar in 
half or to a quarter what it is now, and 
I will guarantee you the price of a Her-
shey bar will not change in the grocery 
store. We have seen that over the 
years. 

So this is a good program. We are 
bringing in 1.5 million tons of sugar 
that we do not need in this country. 
Mr. POMEROY’s and my farmers, in 
North Dakota and Minnesota, could 
produce all that sugar right here in the 
United States, but we bring it in, and 
we help 41 countries, most of them poor 
countries. 

This is a program that has worked. It 
has been consistent. It makes sense. It 
does not cost the taxpayers any money. 
The consumers in the United States 
support it, and we should defeat this 
amendment and continue this program 
going and have any discussion that we 
are going to have in the farm bill next 
year. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), the cosponsor of 
this amendment. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and for his 
leadership on this issue. 

I would like to respond to Mr. FRANK 
of Massachusetts about whether or not 
Republicans are free market oriented 
or not. I would like to respond, but I 
cannot. I honestly have no response to 
that. I honestly cannot understand how 
we, as Republicans, can pretend to be 
in favor of free market economics and 

still support this kind of program. I do 
not know how long we can do it and 
still say that we are free market ori-
ented. 

I think it was said best by former 
Senator Phil Gramm a while ago when 
he was asked about farm policy and 
these types of subsidies. He said our 
farm policy would make a Russian 
commissar puke. I do not know how to 
improve on that. You just look at these 
programs and say, how can we do this 
year after year after year? 

It is said that this does not cost any-
thing, that this is a no-cost program. 
Well, the sugar program and its price 
supports, its import quotas and produc-
tion allotments is not no-cost. 

According to the Organization of 
Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, monetary transfers to producers 
from consumers and taxpayers as a re-
sult of government policy amounted to 
over half their gross receipts in 2002– 
2004. Half of the gross receipts from 
these sugar producers came from either 
consumers or taxpayers because of gov-
ernment policy regulating the price. 

In the year 2000, a GAO study esti-
mated the cost to consumers in 1998 
was $1.9 billion. No cost? It is nearly $2 
billion of cost. 

It is a benefit to producers of about 
$1 billion and a net loss to the U.S. 
economy of $900 million. The sugar pro-
gram is a classic example of the prin-
ciple of concentrated benefits and dif-
fuse costs. 

Nobody is going come here and lobby 
to Congress because a candy bar costs 
a cent more or two cents or five cents 
more, but sugar producers are sure 
going to lobby when they reap huge 
benefits. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE). 

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Chairman, this is 
our annual debate, and this is an ap-
propriations bill, not a farm bill. I 
think this discussion should occur in 
the course of the farm bill. We have 
many sugar producers in Nebraska who 
bought a sugar processing plant based 
on the 2002 farm bill. So we think that 
it is important it be considered at the 
right time. 

Sugar prices in the United States are 
low by world standards. Grocery shop-
pers in other developed countries pay 
30 percent more for sugar than the U.S. 

America already has one of the most 
open sugar markets in the world, im-
porting sugar from 41 countries wheth-
er we need that sugar or not. As the 
world’s second largest sugar importer, 
the United States is the only major 
sugar-producing country that is a net 
importer. 

Lastly, I would like to mention this: 
Ten African Nations, and many others 
around the world, receive the U.S. pre-
mium price, and so the U.S. sugar pro-
gram benefits many developing coun-
tries. This certainly is something that 
we need to consider. 

So I urge defeat of the amendment. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, it 

is my pleasure to yield 1 minute to the 

gentleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW), a 
distinguished senior member of the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding at this 
time, and I compliment him for this 
very good, well-thought-out amend-
ment. 

You are hearing a lot of statistics on 
the floor here, but let me throw some 
out there that are absolutely correct, 
and they are backed up by the ref-
erences that I will make. 

The sugar program costs the United 
States consumers up to $1.9 billion 
every year, and a recent Department of 
Commerce report noted that the do-
mestic price of United States wholesale 
refined sugar over the last 25 years has 
been two to three times the world 
price, two to three times the world 
price. 

According to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and the Department of Com-
merce, American taxpayers are paying 
over $200,000 per job for every year, 
every year, to subsidize low-wage, low- 
skilled growing and harvesting jobs. 

This is absolutely nuts. The Depart-
ment of Commerce estimates that be-
tween 1997 and the year 2002, 10,000 con-
fectionary manufacturing jobs were 
lost due to the high price of sugar right 
here in the good ole U.S.A. 

A responsible sugar policy would result in a 
net increase in employment in the higher pay-
ing sugar manufacturing and confectionary in-
dustries and in increased savings to the Amer-
ican taxpayer. 

I urge my colleagues to support a respon-
sible sugar policy that benefits U.S. food man-
ufacturers, increases U.S. exports, helps con-
sumers save money at the grocery store, de-
creases government spending, and creates 
more jobs for U.S. workers. That’s why I’m 
voting for the Blumenauer-Flake Amendment 
to H.R. 5384. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, 
may I ask how much time is remain-
ing? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) has 41⁄2 
minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) has 31⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, it 
is my pleasure to yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from North Dakota (Mr. 
POMEROY). 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I very 
much thank my chairman for yielding. 

We are at a time when we have the 
greatest trade imbalance that we have 
ever had in the history of our country, 
and the effect of this amendment would 
be to significantly encroach upon a 
sugar program that has kept domestic 
sugar production part of the agricul-
tural production in this country. 

It is very much on the bubble. Throw 
open the doors, there are countries 
around the world heavily subsidizing 
their domestic product, providing a 
global dump price well below fair cost 
to production, meaning the end of U.S. 
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production, reliance entirely upon im-
ported sugar. 

Now, that has a consequence that 
goes well beyond trade imbalance be-
cause, at that point in time, the pric-
ing of our groceries, turning in part 
upon the sugar ingredient found in so 
many of our processed foods, is like the 
oil we import and burn, out of our con-
trol. Volatile pricing of global sugar, 
volatile pricing of groceries. 

What we have with the sugar pro-
gram is fair pricing, a stable food mar-
ket, a program that needs to continue. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Two very brief points. One is, because 
of the nature of this lavish subsidy, it 
has concentrated activity so that 1 per-
cent of the sugar producers get 42 per-
cent of the benefit. A massive amount 
goes to just two companies in Florida 
alone. 

Second, it is driving jobs overseas. 
We have three-quarters of 1 million 
workers who are in sugar-using indus-
tries that are at a competitive dis-
advantage and are moving out of the 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA). 

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this Blumenauer 
amendment. 

Nearly every year an anti-sugar 
farmer amendment is offered to the ag-
riculture appropriations bill, and al-
most every year, the same misinforma-
tion is recklessly spread about sugar 
farmers. This is an appropriations bill, 
not a farm bill. 

All U.S. commodities covered under 
the 2002 farm bill receive loans from 
the Federal Government. Sugar is not 
receiving special treatment. 

Sugar prices for farmers have de-
clined since 1990. Over that same pe-
riod, the price of candy, cookies, cake, 
and ice cream have steadily risen by as 
much as 50 percent. Food companies, 
not the sugar farmers, are making the 
big profits. 

America already has one of the most 
open sugar markets in the world, im-
porting sugar from 41 countries wheth-
er we need the sugar or not. 

In light of this information and in 
the spirit of fairness, I ask my House 
colleagues to oppose this amendment. 

The only difference is that sugar farmers 
rarely default on their loans. Sugar farmers 
pay loans back with interest. 

Loan levels for sugar farmers have re-
mained unchanged for 20 years, even though 
the cost of doing business has steadily risen— 
inflation since 1985 has been 81 percent. 

Sugar prices in the United States are low by 
world standards. Grocery shoppers in other 
developed countries pay 30 percent more for 
sugar than U.S. consumers. and, U.S. retail 
prices remained steady, at 43 cents per 
pound, in 2005, despite the devastating hurri-
canes that ravaged cane country in Louisiana 
and Florida. Remarkably, 43 cents was the av-
erage U.S. retail sugar price as long ago as in 
1990, and even in 1980. 

Sugar prices for farmers have declined 
since 1990. Over that same period the price of 
candy, cookies, cake and ice cream have 
steadily risen, by as much as 50 percent. 
Food companies, not sugar farmers, are mak-
ing the big profits. 

America already has one of the most open 
sugar markets in the world, importing sugar 
from 41 countries whether we need the sugar 
or not. As the world’s second largest sugar im-
porter, we’re the only major sugar-producing 
country that is a net importer. 

146,000 Americans are employed by sugar 
and depend on strong sugar policy. A vote for 
the Blumenauer Amendment to H.R. 5384 is a 
vote against 146,000 hard-working farmers 
and workers in 19 States. 

In light of this information and in the spirit of 
fairness, I ask my House colleagues to op-
pose this amendment. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute again to the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), my col-
league and the cosponsor of this 
amendment. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. Let me just 
talk about some of the groups outside 
that are supporting this amendment. 

This is the Consumer Federation of 
America: ‘‘American consumers pay al-
most $1 billion per year for sugar and 
products containing sugar than they 
would if the U.S. market for sugar were 
fully competitive.’’ 

The National Taxpayers Union: 
‘‘Sugar interests like to make the 
claim that the Federal sugar program 
is run at no cost to the taxpayer, yet 
they conveniently ignore the cost of 
staffing and operating the bureaucracy 
necessary to run this monstrous pro-
gram.’’ 

Also, we talked about the cost to the 
consumer that is borne, about $1 bil-
lion dollars a year. 

Consumers for World Trade: ‘‘The 
U.S. sugar program is an outdated enti-
tlement program that props up uncom-
petitive farmers at the expense of 
American consumers.’’ 

The sugar program is making it in-
creasingly difficult to have real free 
trade agreements because it is impact-
ing on the Doha round, and any other 
round we have on trade negotiations it 
makes it more difficult because of 
trade distorting practices like our 
sugar program. 

b 1630 

The Competitive Enterprise Institute 
said: ‘‘How can a domestic program 
that raises a family’s cost, harms the 
environment, and hurts poor farmers in 
developing countries be justified?’’ 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. BERRY). 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. Chairman, the only justification 
for a farm program is to ensure ade-
quate production and processing capac-
ity for our own security. Now, it has 
been talked about here today about 
how terrible the sugar program is. The 
fact is every country does this. To uni-

laterally disarm our producers makes 
absolutely no sense in the world trade 
scheme, and we simply cannot be al-
lowed to be led down this path. 

At the point when the rest of the 
world is willing to give up their sub-
sidies and play on a level playing field, 
our producers can be just as successful 
as they are, if not more so. But until 
that time comes, and it is not likely to 
show up in my lifetime, we have to en-
sure adequate production and proc-
essing for the American people. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, 
who has the right to close? I just have 
one speaker remaining. 

The CHAIRMAN. The sponsor of the 
amendment, the gentleman from Or-
egon, has the right to close. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
will go ahead and close. 

This has been a very interesting de-
bate. It is just the wrong place for this 
debate. This is important agricultural 
policy that should not be determined 
based upon a 20-minute debate in the 
middle of an appropriation bill that 
funds agricultural programs. This is a 
debate that needs to wait until the 2007 
farm bill. 

I hear the arguments. I am very 
much interested in good policy for ag-
riculture, including addressing some of 
the concerns that have been raised 
about the sugar policy. This isn’t the 
place to do it. 

So I urge my colleagues to oppose 
this amendment, and I look forward to 
addressing this in the writing of a new 
farm bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to inquire as to the time remain-
ing. We have 2 minutes left? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oregon has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. SHAYS). 

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, and I hope I don’t use the 
whole minute, but just to say that as a 
Republican who believes in free mar-
kets, it is one of the big contradictions 
for me to constantly see some of my 
conservative colleagues argue for a De-
pression program, a program from the 
Depression era. 

This is a program that costs a billion 
dollars, it distorts the marketplace, 
and the reason we are debating it here 
is because we rarely get an opportunity 
to debate this kind of issue. It needs to 
be gone. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 
one of the problems here is this is not, 
with all due respect, some sort of 
major massive pruning. We are talking 
about a 6 percent reduction on how the 
American consumer and taxpayer is on 
the hook. That is not unilaterally dis-
arming. That is not a massive over-
haul. We need this modest step. 

I look forward to working with the 
chairman of the Ag Committee, al-
though I hope he is not the chairman of 
the Ag Committee next session, but in 
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whatever capacity I look forward to 
working with him to have that honest 
debate. The last time it went through 
the legislative process, the sugar provi-
sions got worse, not better. It was more 
egregious. There were more things that 
were added to it to make it work 
against the consumer and the tax-
payer. 

Only in Washington, D.C. would this 
be regarded as no-cost. That survey 
that has been talked about should have 
asked consumers: Do they like paying 
two to three times the world price of 
sugar? Do they like driving overseas 
thousands of confectionery jobs, mak-
ing our trade imbalance worse? Do 
they like working against the ecologi-
cal health of the everglades and then 
spending $7.5 billion of taxpayer money 
to start cleaning up some of the toxic 
residue of the sugar industry? And do 
they want to discriminate against poor 
countries like Ethiopia, Mozambique, 
and Mali that could benefit from freer 
trade in sugar? 

I urge support of the Blumenauer- 
Flake amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. SLAUGHTER 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. SLAUGHTER: 
At the end of the bill, insert after the last 

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing section: 

SEC. 753. Of the total amount made avail-
able in title VI in the first undesignated 
paragraph under the heading ‘‘FOOD AND 
DRUG ADMINISTRATION—SALARIES AND EX-
PENSES’’, $1,000,000 is available to the Center 
for Veterinary Medicine for application re-
view activities to assure the safety of animal 
drugs with respect to antimicrobial resist-
ance, pursuant to section 512 of the Federal 
Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act, in addition to 
all other allocations for such purpose made 
from such total amount. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
shall be very brief. 

As a microbiologist as well as a Mem-
ber of Congress, I have been very con-
cerned for some time about the overuse 
of antibiotics and the rise of drug-re-
sistant bacteria. So what we are asking 

today is just a sum of money, $1 mil-
lion, to be set aside from the FDA 
budget to begin to study the overuse of 
antibiotics in animals and using ani-
mals basically as incubators to breed 
the drug-resistant bacteria. 

I think it is a matter of top concern. 
It has been labeled that by the CDC 
and the World Health Organization, 
which says it has become a crisis; so I 
am pleased to put this amendment for-
ward today. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

MR. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, we 
have worked with the gentlewoman on 
this amendment, and I am happy to ac-
cept the amendment and would move it 
to a vote if the gentlewoman would 
agree. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I appreciate that 
very much, and thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to address an 
issue that concerns me not just as a micro-
biologist, but as a mother and a grandmother 
as well. 

Americans have a right to trust the safety of 
the food they eat and feed their families. 

Today, that safety has been put in jeopardy 
by a new threat, one that is the unintended re-
sult of our own advancements. 

The threat comes from antibiotic resistant 
bacteria. 

We take antibiotics for granted in this coun-
try. Just over 60 years ago, a pneumonia di-
agnosis was a death sentence. A case of bac-
terial meningitis would have been hopeless. 

With the introduction of antibiotics, however, 
we have been able to treat these, and many 
other, once fatal diseases. 

Unfortunately, the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention have reported that the 
most significant human infections are becom-
ing resistant to the antibiotics commonly used 
to treat them. 

In fact, antibiotic resistance has been la-
beled a ‘‘top concern’’ by the CDC, and the 
World Health Organization has called the situ-
ation a crisis. 

Resistant bacterial infections increase health 
care costs by 4 to 5 billion dollars each year. 

Two million Americans acquire a bacterial 
infection annually during stays at hospitals. 
Seventy percent of the infections they contract 
are resistant to the drugs prescribed for treat-
ment. 

Salmonella infections, the cause of food poi-
soning, 1.4 million illnesses, and 500 deaths in 
America every year are increasingly resistant 
to the numerous drugs used against them. 

And thirty-eight patients in American hos-
pitals die every day as a result of diseases 
contracted during their stay that no longer re-
spond to antibiotics. 

While the overuse and misuse of antibiotics 
in humans is a factor contributing to this prob-
lem, it is not its only cause. 

There are currently seven classes of anti-
biotics used in both animals and humans, in-
cluding basic drugs like Penicillin. 

In fact, 70 percent of all U.S. antibiotics are 
used by meat producers on their livestock for 
nontherapeutic purposes. 

Unwittingly, we are permitting ani-
mals to serve as incubators for resist-
ant bacteria. 

And as a result, a parent on a trip to 
the grocery store could end up bringing 
home meat contaminated with diseases 
that will put their family’s health at 
risk and prove difficult to treat. 

In 2003, a National Academy of 
Sciences report stated that if we hope 
to make headway against this danger, 
we must reduce overuse of antibiotics 
not just in humans, but in animals and 
agriculture as well. 

This huge and tremendously impor-
tant task has fallen largely on the 
FDA’s Center for Veterinary Medicine. 

And yet, despite its position on the 
front lines of this fight, the CVM is ill- 
equipped to carry out its duties. It 
needs additional resources to review 
the drugs currently approved for ani-
mal use. 

The amendment I am offering here 
today will give CVM the much needed 
boost necessary to do its job. 

It will make available 1 million dol-
lars from within its budget to make 
sure we have the drugs we need to treat 
bacterial infections. 

With all of the new challenges mod-
ern medicine faces, we cannot allow a 
resurgence of ailments no longer seen 
as a source of concern. 

Our failure to address this problem 
will result in a less secure, and less 
healthy, future for our children and 
grandchildren. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this common-sense amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. GUTKNECHT 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 13 offered by Mr. GUT-
KNECHT: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following new section: 

SEC. 7ll. (a) LIMITATION ON USE OF 
FUNDS.—None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act shall 
be used to implement the limitation in sec-
tion 720 of this Act. 

(b) CORRESPONDING REDUCTION IN FUNDS.— 
The amounts otherwise provided by this Act 
are revised by reducing the amount made 
available for ‘‘AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
SERVICE—BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES’’ and the 
amount made available for ‘‘COOPERATIVE 
STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EXTENSION 
SERVICE—RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVI-
TIES’’ by $65,319,000 and $16,681,000, respec-
tively. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, it 
is a very simple amendment, but I 
think it is very important and one that 
an awful lot of groups are paying at-
tention to. 
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There is a program we have had in 

the farm bill for a very long time, the 
Wetland Reserve Program, that has be-
come extremely important on a variety 
of fronts. It is important to wildlife, it 
is important to our water quality, it is 
important to flood control, and I think 
it is important to most Americans who 
care about the environment. 

It is especially important to those of 
us in Minnesota. We have 10,000 lakes. 
We take water very seriously. And the 
Wetland Reserve Program is something 
that we want to do everything we can 
to preserve and keep at its current lev-
els. 

Currently, we authorize in the farm 
bill about 250,000 acres for the Wetland 
Reserve Program. And I understand 
how difficult it has been for the sub-
committee and the chairman and the 
staff to squeeze all of the requests into 
the amount of money that they have 
been allocated in this appropriation 
bill, so I have a great deal of empathy 
for the problems that they have. But I 
wanted to come to the floor today to 
offer an amendment to restore to 
250,000 acres the overall authorization 
for the Wetland Reserve Program. 

Currently, under this bill that au-
thorization drops to about 144,000 acres. 
I understand that the committee had 
to find $82 million. And by passing this 
amendment we create an $82 million 
hole in their bill, and I am empathetic 
to that. So what we have done, working 
with the Department, we take $65 mil-
lion from the ARS Facilities area and 
$16.5 million from the CSREES Re-
search and Education Activities fund. 

No one likes to take money from 
those funds, but as we looked at all the 
potentials for offsets, those were the 
best we could find. So, Members, I 
think this is an important amendment. 
I think it is one that will be watched 
by the Ducks Unlimited, the Pheasants 
Forever, lots of the wildlife groups and 
sportsmen groups, and it is important 
as well to the folks who are really con-
cerned about preserving our wetlands 
and improving our environment. 

So this is a very important amend-
ment, and I hope my colleagues will 
join me in supporting the Gutknecht 
amendment. 

MR. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment and 
claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment, and I know the gentleman 
has worked hard to try to perfect the 
language in this amendment; but as we 
see it, very clearly the gentleman’s 
amendment scores at zero. So it would, 
in essence, not have the effect the gen-
tleman is hoping to have on the WRP 
program, but it will cost $82 million in 
cuts. 

This is for a program that the Inspec-
tor General of the Department of Agri-
culture cited for $159 million in over-
payments over 5 years. So I am glad to 
see that mismanagement does not 

bother the gentleman from Minnesota, 
but it certainly bothers me and other 
Members of this body. 

Again, there is a technicality here 
that we have a problem with, as we 
have had some professional staff review 
this language over and over again. So I 
would ask the gentleman, since his 
amendment would not accomplish what 
he is trying to accomplish, if he would 
withdraw the amendment and perhaps 
seek a different remedy. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONILLA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be more than happy to work 
with the chairman on this. We worked 
with the professionals who draft these 
amendments. We told them what we 
wanted. We were willing to find offsets. 
We worked with the Department for 
those offsets. We understand those off-
sets do cause some heartburn for the 
Department, but it is my under-
standing they can work with those off-
sets. 

I would appreciate it if we could at 
least adopt this amendment, and we 
will work with you through the con-
ference committee process to perfect 
that language, if that is necessary. I 
hope that this body wants to send a 
clear message that the Wetlands Re-
serve Program is a high-priority pro-
gram. And I would work with you on 
that, but I would like to have this 
amendment adopted, even if it is not 
perfect in your eyes. 

MR. BONILLA. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, it is not a matter of my 
eyes; it is a matter of the professionals 
that have scrubbed this language; and 
again, the gentleman would not be ac-
complishing what he is hoping to ac-
complish. 

I might say as an aside, too, there is 
an issue related to this. We understand 
that there may have been some uneth-
ical and perhaps even illegal activity 
by the Department involved directly 
with this issue, in terms of attempting 
to lobby Congress on it. And I want to 
say for the record that we are not done 
with this issue after we vote on this 
amendment. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in favor of the amendment offered 
by my colleague from Minnesota. 

Whether it is breeding grounds in the north 
or wintering grounds in the south, the Wetland 
Reserve Program—WRP—is worthy of strong 
funding. Besides wildlife habitat restoration, 
WRP has an impressive record of providing 
flood protection, improving water quality and 
conserving water quantity. 

Farmer interest in these programs greatly 
exceeds the availability of funds. For example, 
in 2005 in my district, there were 240 farmers 
with unfunded applications totaling 34,000 
acres and $49 million. These lands are mar-
ginal, high risk lands that are vulnerable both 
to floods and droughts because of the high 
content of hydric soils. These marginal lands 
detract from a farmer’s cash flow and tend to 
experience repeated losses requiring disaster 
recovery assistance. Furthermore, it has been 

shown that WRP can reduce expenses in Fed-
eral crop insurance and other farm programs. 

WRP provides a lump sum easement pay-
ment that assists financially distressed farm-
ers. The easement payment may be used to 
pay off current debts or to meet current oper-
ating fund needs. Additionally, WRP may pro-
vide farmers with both a temporary alternative 
source of income through the wetlands res-
toration contract and a permanent source of 
income from the recreational and lease hunt-
ing income generated by the restored wetland 
wildlife habitat. The public benefits from both 
the reduced demand placed on disaster as-
sistance funds from lands that previously ex-
perienced repeated losses and from significant 
long-term conservation benefits obtained from 
the protection of wildlife habitat, improvement 
of water quality, increase of flood storage and 
reduction of soil erosion. 

As the ranking member of the Homeland 
Security Committee, I have seen avian influ-
enza become increasingly more important. Al-
though there has not been a case of a human 
contracting the disease from a wild bird any-
where in the world, it is feasible. The more we 
can disperse wild birds and improve their 
overall health, the less risk we will have, espe-
cially in an area that my colleague from Min-
nesota and I represent, the Mississippi 
Flyway. 

Let’s not continue with empty rhetoric of 
supporting the 2002 farm bill. In 2002 we 
passed a farm bill consisting of an annual 
250,000 acres of land to be enrolled in the 
WRP. If we are going to say that we support 
the 2002 farm bill, then we should support this 
amendment because it does just that and I 
strongly encourage its adoption. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota will be post-
poned. 

MR. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if my distin-
guished ranking member, Ms. 
DELAURO, might engage in a colloquy 
with me about what remains on the 
bill. We are a little puzzled, and I in-
clude my side on this. 

If Members are serious about offering 
amendments, I wonder where they are, 
on my side as well as on the minority’s 
side. If we can’t get Members here, per-
haps we should seek a remedy to move 
through this bill and finish it. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONILLA. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I 
think the gentleman makes a good 
point. I know we have called those on 
our side to come down, and I do not 
know the disposition on your side. It 
looks to me like we have on our side 
three amendments, and I was just try-
ing to tally up on your side. There are 
about five or six; is that correct? 
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MR. BONILLA. Reclaiming my time, 

Mr. Chairman, I know the gentle-
woman would agree on her side that 
she is not a babysitter, nor am I. If I 
had an amendment to offer, I would be 
in a three-point stance ready to go on 
something that was of great impor-
tance to my constituents. 

So I would throw out for thought 
that perhaps after another 5 minutes 
passes, if nobody is here, we might look 
for a unanimous consent to shut it 
down and move to final passage. 

Ms. DELAURO. That is something I 
would very much like to consider, Mr. 
Chairman. So let us wait the 5 minutes 
and see what we have. 

MR. BONILLA. We will wait 5 min-
utes, and if we don’t see anyone, then 
perhaps we can work on a UC, again 
with a bipartisan shutdown of the bill 
and move forward. 

b 1645 
SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN THE 

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 

6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will now 
resume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed, in 
the following order: 

An amendment by Mr. WEINER of New 
York. 

Amendment No. 17 by Mr. KENNEDY 
of Minnesota. 

Amendment No. 4 by Mr. PAUL of 
Texas. 

Amendment No. 12 by Mr. CHABOT of 
Ohio. 

Amendment No. 8 by Mr. HEFLEY of 
Colorado. 

Amendment No. 6 by Mr. 
BLUMENAUER of Oregon. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEINER 
The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-

ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 

been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 234, noes 184, 
not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 182] 
AYES—234 

Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 

Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bono 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Camp (MI) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 

Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 

Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Kucinich 

Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rogers (MI) 

Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Simmons 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—184 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 

Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Farr 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 

LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 

Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 

Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Turner 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—14 

Brown, Corrine 
Davis (FL) 
Evans 
Feeney 
Gibbons 

Gohmert 
Gutierrez 
Hunter 
Issa 
Kennedy (RI) 

Larson (CT) 
Meek (FL) 
Payne 
Snyder 

b 1717 

Messrs. WALDEN of Oregon, BAR-
TON of Texas, BARROW, BASS, SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, WILSON of South 
Carolina, TURNER, REGULA, KUHL of 
New York and NEY changed their vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. HINCHEY, ROGERS of 
Michigan, MURTHA, HOEKSTRA, PE-
TERSON of Minnesota, CHOCOLA, 
RUSH, KIRK, BERRY, BOSWELL, 
WELDON of Pennsylvania and 
SALAZAR changed their vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY 
OF MINNESOTA 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 345, noes 76, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 183] 

AYES—345 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 

Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 

Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
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Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 

Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 

Millender- 
McDonald 

Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Strickland 

Stupak 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 

Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Young (FL) 

NOES—76 

Abercrombie 
Barrett (SC) 
Biggert 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boyd 
Capps 
Carter 
Castle 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Crowley 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Delahunt 
DeLay 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Emerson 

Eshoo 
Farr 
Flake 
Foley 
Gibbons 
Granger 
Grijalva 
Hall 
Hensarling 
Higgins 
Hobson 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kelly 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lewis (CA) 
Marchant 
McDermott 
McMorris 
Miller, George 
Moran (VA) 

Murtha 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Otter 
Radanovich 
Reichert 
Rush 
Ryun (KS) 
Schmidt 
Shaw 
Simpson 
Slaughter 
Smith (TX) 
Sweeney 
Tauscher 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Turner 
Weldon (FL) 
Wicker 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Brown, Corrine 
Davis (FL) 
Evans 
Hunter 

Issa 
Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 
Meek (FL) 

Payne 
Pelosi 
Snyder 

b 1726 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
changed his vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. CAPUANO changed his vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
explain how I would have voted on May 23, 
2006 during rollcall votes Nos. 179, 180, 181, 
182, and 183 during the second session of the 
109th Congress. 

Rollcall vote No. 179 was on ordering the 
previous question. 

Rollcall vote No. 180 was on passage of H. 
Res. 830, providing for consideration of H.R. 
5384, making appropriations for Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2007, and for 
other purposes. 

Rollcall vote No. 181 was on the motion to 
suspend the rules and pass H.R. 4681, the 
Palestinian Anti-Terrorism Act of 2006. 

Rollcall vote No. 182 was on agreeing to the 
Weiner amendment to H.R. 5384. 

Rollcall vote No. 183 was on agreeing to the 
Kennedy amendment to H.R. 5384. 

I respectfully request that it be entered into 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD that if present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on all of these rollcall 
votes. 

Thank you for your time and careful consid-
eration of this important matter. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PAUL 
The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-

ness is the demand for a recorded vote 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 34, noes 389, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 184] 

AYES—34 

Abercrombie 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Burton (IN) 
Duncan 
Flake 
Franks (AZ) 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hostettler 

Istook 
Johnson, Sam 
McHenry 
McKinney 
McMorris 
Miller (FL) 
Paul 
Pearce 
Petri 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Renzi 

Royce 
Sanders 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Tiberi 
Udall (NM) 
Wilson (NM) 
Young (AK) 

NOES—389 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 

Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 

Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
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Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 

Millender- 
McDonald 

Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—9 

Brown, Corrine 
Davis (FL) 
Evans 

Hunter 
Issa 
Kennedy (RI) 

Larson (CT) 
Payne 
Snyder 

b 1735 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
advise Members that this series of 
votes will now include a seventh ques-
tion, the amendment by the gentleman 
from Minnesota, Mr. GUTKNECHT. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 

GREEN of Wisconsin) having assumed 
the chair, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
5384) making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

f 

PERMISSION TO REDUCE TIME 
FOR ELECTRONIC VOTING DUR-
ING FURTHER CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5384, AGRICULTURE, 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2007 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that during further 
consideration of H.R. 5384, pursuant to 
House Resolution 830, the Chair may 
reduce to 2 minutes the minimum time 
for electronic voting under clause 6 of 
rule XVIII and clause 9 of rule XX. 

Mr. Speaker, I further ask unani-
mous consent that the intervention of 
these proceedings in the House not af-
fect the continuation of 5-minute vot-
ing on the pending series of votes in 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, just for 
the Members who may not have heard, 
a seventh vote in this series was added, 
the Gutknecht amendment, that must 
be completed before we can proceed 
with the bill. So there are seven votes 
in the ongoing series. 

It is the expectation that the 2- 
minute voting will not begin until a 
subsequent series of votes. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair understands that the ongoing se-
ries of votes in the Committee of the 
Whole will resume as 5-minute votes 
and that the authority for 2-minute 
voting will be used only in subsequent 
series. 

f 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 830 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 

the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5384. 

b 1739 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
5384) making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, with Mr. RYAN of Wis-
consin in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) had been 
disposed of and the bill had been read 
through page 82, line 14. 

Under the order of the House just en-
tered, the current series of votes will 
continue as 5-minute votes. Any suc-
ceeding series of votes may include 2- 
minute votes after the first in a series. 
AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. CHABOT OF 

OHIO 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 79, noes 342, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 185] 

AYES—79 

Akin 
Andrews 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bass 
Berkley 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown (OH) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capuano 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Clay 
Culberson 
Davis, Jo Ann 
DeGette 
Dent 
Doggett 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
English (PA) 
Feeney 

Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Istook 
Johnson, Sam 
Kucinich 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Matheson 
McHenry 
McKinney 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (VA) 

Myrick 
Owens 
Paul 
Pence 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Ramstad 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Stark 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Wamp 
Waxman 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—342 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 

Alexander 
Allen 
Baca 

Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
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Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Chandler 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 

Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 

Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 

Spratt 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 

Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 

Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Brown, Corrine 
Davis (FL) 
Evans 
Green, Gene 

Hunter 
Issa 
Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 

Lynch 
Payne 
Snyder 

b 1747 

Mrs. MALONEY changed her vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 99, noes 322, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 186] 

AYES—99 

Akin 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cooper 
Davis (KY) 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Duncan 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 
Ford 
Fossella 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Inglis (SC) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Matheson 
McCotter 
McHenry 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

Miller, Gary 
Myrick 
Norwood 
Otter 
Paul 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Price (GA) 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rothman 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Tiberi 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—322 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 

Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 

Baca 
Baird 
Baker 

Baldwin 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 

Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 

Musgrave 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tauscher 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
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Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 

Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 

Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Brown, Corrine 
Davis (FL) 
Evans 
Hunter 

Issa 
Istook 
Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 

McHugh 
Payne 
Snyder 

b 1755 

Mr. NORWOOD changed his vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. 

BLUMENAUER 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 135, noes 281, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 187] 

AYES—135 

Allen 
Andrews 
Bean 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bono 
Boucher 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Campbell (CA) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Cooper 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
DeLay 
Dent 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Drake 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gibbons 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gordon 
Green (WI) 
Gutierrez 
Hart 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Hoekstra 
Holt 
Hostettler 
Inglis (SC) 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kind 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
Langevin 
Lee 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Matheson 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Miller, George 
Moore (WI) 

Moran (VA) 
Neal (MA) 
Northup 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Platts 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Ramstad 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Souder 
Stark 
Stearns 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauscher 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Wamp 

Waters 
Watson 

Waxman 
Weiner 

Westmoreland 
Young (FL) 

NOES—281 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Emerson 
Engel 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Foley 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 

Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Holden 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 

Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Spratt 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—16 

Bass 
Brown, Corrine 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Evans 
Hoyer 

Hunter 
Issa 
Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 
McHenry 

Millender- 
McDonald 

Payne 
Radanovich 
Simmons 
Snyder 

b 1802 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. GUTKNECHT 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 185, noes 235, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 188] 

AYES—185 

Akin 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (NY) 
Boehner 
Bono 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Butterfield 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Costello 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 

Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Harris 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Inglis (SC) 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Langevin 
Leach 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lynch 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McCrery 
McGovern 

McKinney 
Meehan 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Platts 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Ramstad 
Reyes 
Rohrabacher 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shays 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
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Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 

Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wynn 

NOES—235 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Baird 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Chocola 
Cleaver 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Emerson 
Engel 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Foxx 

Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Istook 
Jindal 
Johnson, Sam 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Neugebauer 
Ney 

Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Otter 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Serrano 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Sullivan 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Brown, Corrine 
Culberson 
Davis (FL) 
Evans 

Hunter 
Issa 
Keller 
Kennedy (RI) 

Larson (CT) 
Oxley 
Payne 
Snyder 

b 1811 

Mr. ALEXANDER changed his vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ and Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to 
‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. REICHERT 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. REICHERT: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following new section: 
SEC. 7ll. None of the funds appropriated 

or otherwise made available by this Act shall 
be used to apply part 1124 of title 7, Code of 
Federal Regulations, to any producer-han-
dler that produces less than 9,000,000 pounds 
of milk per month. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is 
reserved. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. REICHERT) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Chairman, in 
April of 2006, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture issued a proposal 2 years in 
the making. The rule requires the Pa-
cific Northwest and other producer- 
handler operations that produce more 
than 3 million pounds of milk per 
month to participate in the milk pool. 

To process milk, they must buy from 
the pool at a set price. This helps en-
sure dairies small and large are paid 
the same price for their milk. 

But do-it-all operations like Smith 
Brothers Farms in Kent, Washington, 
called producer-handlers, have been ex-
empt from the regulations since the 
Depression. These producer-handlers 
are dairies that produce milk and proc-
ess it into final product themselves. 
The thinking at the time was they 
were too small to influence prices and 
could not survive without the exemp-
tion. 

Smith Brothers is one of only three 
dairies left in the Pacific Northwest 
that raise and milk the cows, as well as 
pasteurize and bottle the milk. The 
new regulations would devastate their 
business. The rule change was meant to 
target a much larger producer-handler 
that was producing 28 million pounds 
of milk per month, and this small, fam-
ily-owned business got caught in the 
crossfire. 

The big change happened when a pro-
ducer-handler decided to get big. It 
made big investments and went after 
the big box stores, and because it had 
freedom to set its own prices, it took 
away business from the pool dairies. 

This large milk distributor that I 
just indicated is producing 28 million 
pounds of milk per month and has 
13,000 cows. In comparison, Smith 
Brothers Farms in Kent, Washington, 
produces only 6.5 million pounds of 
milk per month and has only 3,000 
cows. 

This order, if allowed to stand, would 
have a devastating effect on dairies 
like Smith Brothers and would require 
them to go out of business, sell off 
parts of their dairy operation, and/or 
pay $100,000 a month to a pooled pen-
alty or settlement fund which would 
subsidize their dairy operators. This 
order would limit competition and ulti-
mately drive milk prices up in the Pa-
cific Northwest. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment states 
that these USDA regulations should 
only apply to very large producers, 
those that produce 9 million pounds of 
milk per month or more. A 9 million 
pound hard cap would mean that if a 
producer-distributor exceeds 9 million 
pounds of Class 1 route distribution, 
they cease to be eligible for producer- 
handler status and become a regulated 
plant. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize that this 
amendment will not be made in order. 
However, I hope that we can continue 
to work on this issue in order to pro-
tect small dairy farms that provide a 
unique and valuable product to our 
customers. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to respectfully withdraw my 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

b 1815 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF 
TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas: 

At the end of the bill (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act may be used to deny compensation 
to eligible individuals filing claims to be sat-
isfied out of the settlement fund approved by 
the court April 14, 1999 in Pigford v Glick-
man, 185 F.R.D. 82 (D.D.C. 1999). 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
woman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman reserves a point of order. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, the gentlewoman from Texas 
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume, and I want to thank 
the ranking member, Ms. DELAURO, 
and the chairman, Mr. BONILLA. 
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Frankly, under ordinary cir-

cumstances, in regular order, Mr. 
Chairman, it would be appropriate to 
argue this amendment and to seek to 
overrule or to defend, if you will, the 
point of order. But I am offering this 
amendment to, in essence, give light to 
an unending problem to an aspect of 
the agricultural industry here in the 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an issue that 
has been worked on by many Members 
of Congress. However, unlike as in the 
words ‘‘silence is golden,’’ the absence 
of silence of debate on this question is 
not golden and has really hurt African- 
American farmers, black farmers. They 
have been working a number of years 
to secure the enforcement of a settle-
ment that was rendered some years 
ago, in 1999, under the Glickman ad-
ministration, when Mr. Glickman was 
the Secretary of Agriculture when 
President Clinton was in office. 

This is a civil rights case stemming 
from years and years of being denied 
farm loans, with documented informa-
tion regarding the many regions where 
black farmers were. Black farmers 
were, in essence, sort of the legacy of 
slavery to the extent that many of 
them gained their land through that 
period. Many of them farmed the land 
and were great contributors to Amer-
ican society in general, but certainly 
to the farm industry of America. When 
they began to ask for farm loans, as 
other farmers did, interestingly 
enough, the Department of Agriculture 
systematically and on racial grounds 
denied them loans, therefore causing a 
lot of foreclosures and the unnecessary 
losing by African Americans of their 
farmlands. 

I am grateful to past administra-
tions, and even to those in this admin-
istration, who understand the plight of 
these farmers. Without the loans, 
many farmers faced foreclosures, as I 
said, and lost their farms. In 1920, Afri-
can Americans owned one in seven 
farms. Today, it is one in 100, and I 
might argue it is even less than that. A 
large number of African Americans did 
not then and many do not today even 
know that the lawsuit exists. 

So the issue before us is the question 
of extending the statute of limitations 
so that no farmer is denied. And the 
language of my amendment says that 
no funds shall be utilized to deny any 
eligible farmers for this particular con-
sent decree that comes under the 
Pigford v. Glickman consent order. 

I want you to know, Mr. Chairman, 
that this was a class action and that it 
was agreed to by the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture. That is an important 
point. We have been trying to work on 
legislation that would waive or extend 
the statute of limitations, but it is im-
portant in the context of the agri-
culture appropriations bill to let it be 
known that there are farmers who 
weren’t given the monies to survive 
and, therefore, are in need of the seri-
ous look of the Appropriations Com-
mittee to continue to press the Depart-

ment of Agriculture to make good on 
the consent order that they agreed to. 

The discrimination in the USDA was 
so common during the period of 1980 to 
1986 that the Glickman case deter-
mined that anyone bringing a claim 
with a valid showing should receive 
compensation. In fact, any nonwhite 
American farmer should receive com-
pensation because the discrimination 
was so pervasive. 

So, in essence, this opportunity is to 
make a plea to the United States Con-
gress not to forget these farmers and to 
take the language of the Glickman De-
partment of Agriculture, which is in 
essence this Department of Agri-
culture, who found such blatant dis-
crimination, such broad-based dis-
crimination that the definition was 
anyone, anyone who could make their 
case was eligible, and my language 
speaks to any eligible person. 

We have a barrier of the statute of 
limitations and we have a barrier of no 
one listening. We have a barrier of no 
one shining light on this plight and a 
barrier, if you will, of not recognizing 
that America’s small farmers, which 
African Americans are, are the back-
bone of our farming industry and really 
are the backbone of the importance of 
the farming community here in the 
United States. 

We are trying to help family farmers. 
We are insisting on family farmers sur-
viving. We want to encourage them by 
the growth of the ethanol production 
and, therefore, we should try to en-
courage these African American farm-
ers who were just randomly denied 
loans, without any criteria for the de-
nial, just on the basis of race, to be 
able to make good on this important 
legislation and this consent decree. 

In essence, Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is to say to my colleagues 
that ‘‘none of the funds appropriated in 
this act may be used to deny com-
pensation to eligible individuals filing 
claims to be satisfied out of the settle-
ment fund approved by the court April 
14, 1999.’’ 

I look forward to yielding to the dis-
tinguished gentleman on the point of 
order. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. KUHL of 
New York). Does the gentleman con-
tinue to reserve his point of order? 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the point of order and claim time 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BONILLA. The gentlewoman’s 
time has expired, I realize, but just this 
comment that she is correct, that this 
is an issue that needs to be addressed 
by the Congress, and I would encourage 
Members to address these concerns. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONILLA. I would be happy to 
yield briefly. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank 
you. I thank you for acknowledging 
that, Mr. Chairman, and I thank the 

ranking member for acknowledging 
this important issue, and I look for-
ward to working with you in this body. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT OF NEW 

JERSEY 
Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GARRETT of 

New Jersey: 
Page 82, after line 14, insert the following: 
SEC. 753. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used to send or otherwise 
pay for the attendance of more than 50 em-
ployees from a Federal department or agen-
cy at any single conference occurring outside 
the United States. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from New Jersey and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I will not use my entire 5 
minutes. 

This is an amendment on an appro-
priations bill that we have seen in 
some other ones that have passed pre-
viously, and it goes to the issue of how 
we have addressed over the last couple 
of days spending. 

Regardless of which side of the aisle 
that you may come from, I think Mem-
bers from both sides of the aisle will 
agree with one thing, and that is that 
our deficits are too high. When we are 
spending our taxpayers’ dollars, we 
must be ever vigilant to be sure we are 
spending them wisely. Again, this 
amendment is a commonsense limita-
tion on those hard-earned tax dollars. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman presents a good amendment, 
and we will be happy to offer support 
for him if the gentleman can submit 
his remarks and move the amendment 
to a vote. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Re-
claiming my time, I thank the chair-
man for his comments, and I will then 
conclude my remarks simply by saying 
that this is an issue that has already 
been addressed in the Senate, some-
what extensively, pointing out the 
egregious examples in the past where 
extraordinary numbers of Federal em-
ployees have gone on international 
conferences. 

So what the amendment simply does, 
at the end of the day, is put a finite 
number on that. In this bill it limits it 
down to 50 conferees to attend any 
international conference. We believe 
that is a reasonable number. We be-
lieve that any agency will be able to 
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live within those numbers, and again I 
appreciate the chairman’s acceptance 
of this amendment. 

While those on each side of the aisle may 
differ on how we got there, I think that most 
Members of this body agree that our deficit is 
far too high. 

That is why the amendment I am offering is 
a commonsense approach to help limit spend-
ing and abuse of all of our constituent’s hard- 
earned tax dollars. 

My amendment will limit the number of Fed-
eral employees that are sent to international 
conferences funded under this bill to 50. The 
amendment also limits that dollar amount that 
can be spent to $8.2 million, which is the level 
spent in FY01. We have seen about a 25 per-
cent increase between then and FY05, far too 
great an increase while we are operating with 
such high deficits. 

Recently there has been a trend by our gov-
ernment to send a far excessive amount of 
staff to these international conferences, cost-
ing taxpayers millions of extra dollars. 

While like all of my colleagues, I understand 
the importance of staff, I am simply seeking to 
make sure that only essential staff are utilized 
during these expensive foreign conferences. 

While one more staffer here, and one more 
staffer there doesn’t sound like much, it could 
mean one more shift a worker in my district 
has to work instead of being home with his 
family. 

Due to my limited time I won’t bore the floor 
with all the egregious examples. But I will note 
that unfortunately these conferences are a 
pattern of excess government. 

This amendment has passed in various ap-
propriations bills and is an excellent way to 
show this body’s commitment to fiscal respon-
sibility. I urge all of my colleagues’ support. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEINER 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WEINER: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), add the following new section: 
SEC. 7ll. Using funds that would other-

wise be paid during fiscal year 2007 as direct 
payments and counter-cyclical payments 
with regard to cotton and rice production, 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall make 
grants to the several States in an amount, 
for each State, equal to at least 0.75 percent 
of such funds, to be distributed to active ag-
ricultural producers in the State in a man-
ner approved by the Secretary. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The point of 
order is reserved. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. WEINER) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

There is some irony in the chairman 
of the committee raising a point of 

order against this bill, because the pur-
pose of this amendment is to point out 
how badly out of order one part of our 
budget is. 

What my amendment does is it re-
quires that each and every State in the 
Union get a minimum amount of agri-
culture programs for cotton and rice, 
whether they have cotton or rice or 
not. New York, for example, has no 
cotton production and has no rice pro-
duction. This amendment would guar-
antee that New York gets a minimum 
amount; .75 percent, of the budget for 
cotton and rice should go to New York. 
It guarantees that all States, and there 
are about 25 or 30 of them that have no 
cotton or rice subsidies, get a min-
imum guarantee of cotton and rice 
funding. 

Now, why would I offer such a thing? 
Why would you propose such an absurd 
notion, that any program designed for 
a specific constituency, those that 
make cotton and rice, would get a min-
imum guarantee? Well, that is exactly 
the question those of us in high-threat 
urban areas ask about homeland secu-
rity funding all the time. Yet, believe 
it or not, a minimum amount, .75 per-
cent, of homeland security funds go to 
every single State in the Union. 

What is the result? The result is the 
number one per capita recipient of 
homeland security funds isn’t New 
York, it is not Washington, DC, it is 
not California or Orlando, where Dis-
ney World is. It is Wyoming. Wyoming, 
in fact, gets $18.33 per capita while New 
York gets only $2.60 because there is a 
minimum guarantee that every State 
get a certain amount of homeland secu-
rity funds. 

So I have often said to my col-
leagues, wouldn’t it be ridiculous to do 
that if this was any other program? 
Well, let’s see. I am offering an amend-
ment here that would do just that, and 
I hope what it does is it serves to get 
my colleagues thinking a little bit 
about how government programs 
should be allocated. 

I think all of us would agree that 
there is an appropriate place for agri-
culture programs. I would hope all of 
us agree that in a post-9/11 world there 
is an appropriate role for the Federal 
Government in distributing aid for 
homeland security. But certainly we 
should be able to agree that just as it 
makes sense for cotton farmers to get 
cotton subsidies, those in the greatest 
threat of a homeland security attack 
should get the greatest portion of those 
funds. 

Having a minimum guarantee, as 
there is in the present law, of .75 per-
cent for every single State for home-
land security funds, creates the most 
distorting effect. Vermont gets $15.28 
for homeland security for each and 
every man, woman and child in 
Vermont, while California and New 
York get in the low $2 range. It simply 
makes no sense. 

So I would encourage my colleagues 
to think in terms of the farm program 
when we come up and talk about the 

homeland security program. I would 
encourage you to think about the idea 
that Mr. BONILLA and Ms. DELAURO 
worked so hard to make sure the peo-
ple that need the aid get the aid, and 
we should do that type of thing when 
we are considering homeland security 
funds. 

It is out of order to say every State 
should get a minimum guarantee of ag-
riculture programs, but it is equally 
out of order to make that assertion 
about homeland security funds. So I 
would say to my good friends in agri-
culture States, I am a person from New 
York. What I know from agriculture, 
notwithstanding the little I know 
about pests, is I know that the agri-
culture community produces a bread-
basket of food second to none, and we 
need to do what we can to make sure 
that our programs here in Washington 
support them. 

We formed a coalition throughout 
time, frankly, between rural areas and 
urban areas around our needs. We used 
to, in the 1980s and early 1990s, when it 
came to transportation funding, you 
would vote for that though it might 
not benefit you directly, and we would 
vote for agriculture funding. But never, 
never did we say in these programs 
there should be an absolute minimum 
guarantee for a program, particularly 
one like the Department of Homeland 
Security, which goes according to risk. 

So I would urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Weiner amendment. 
Let us have a minimum guarantee, and 
maybe if we have every program by a 
minimum guarantee, we will realize it 
is absurd to have that formula for any 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

b 1830 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I make 

a point of order against the amend-
ment because it proposes to change ex-
isting law and constitutes legislation 
in an appropriations bill and therefore 
violates clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The rule states in pertinent part: 
‘‘An amendment to a general appro-
priations bill shall not be in order if 
changing existing law.’’ The amend-
ment imposes additional duties. I ask 
for a ruling from the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. KUHL of 
New York). Does any other Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
that we are legislating on an appro-
priation bill, and I agree it is out of 
order to oppose or pass the notion that 
every State should have a minimum 
guarantee. It is exactly that ruling and 
exactly that language from the chair-
man that I would ask you to keep in 
mind when we consider other legisla-
tion. 

Minimum guarantees are not the way 
we legislate around here. We legislate 
based on need; and, frankly, it is clear 
that we are not allocating homeland 
security resources. And just the way 
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this will be ruled out of order, I hope 
you keep that in mind when we con-
sider those measures as well. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Does any 
other Member wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Hearing none, the Chair finds that 
this amendment includes language im-
parting direction. The amendment 
therefore constitutes legislation in vio-
lation of clause 2 of rule XXI. The 
point of order is sustained. The amend-
ment is not in order. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT OF NEW 

JERSEY 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey: 

Page 82, after line 14, insert the following: 
SEC. 853. None of the funds provided under 

the heading ‘‘TITLE IV—DOMESTIC FOOD 
PROGRAMS--FOOD STAMP PROGRAM’’ shall be 
expended in contravention of section 213a of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1183a). 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-
RETT) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I rise again this afternoon for what I 
believe is a commonsense and impor-
tant amendment to the legislation be-
fore us; commonsense simply because 
at the end of the day all the amend-
ment does is to say we should be en-
forcing the current law. 

As it stands right now, 8 U.S.A., sec-
tion 1183, states that an affidavit must 
be filed by a sponsor of an incoming 
alien to the country. That affidavit is a 
legally binding guarantee on the part 
of the sponsor that the immigrant that 
they are sponsoring will not become a 
‘‘public charge.’’ What I am citing here 
is nothing new. This public charge re-
quirement goes all the way back to im-
migration policy of the 1880s. 

So what this amendment does today 
is simply restate that in strong terms 
saying that no funds appropriated 
under this act, under the Food Stamp 
Program, will be spent in noncompli-
ance of current Federal law. The rea-
son we do this is to reinforce the fact 
that the laws on the books should be 
enforced. 

And, secondly, it addresses another 
point as well. Some people might argue 
that there is not enough money in the 
Food Stamp Program for all of the 
needs that are out there, and we can 
debate that from one side to the other. 
But if you honestly believe that there 
isn’t enough money out there for the 
entire Food Stamp Program, I think 
we all agree from both sides of the aisle 
that the money in the program should 

be going to the people that it was in-
tended for in compliance with the stat-
ute and in compliance with current 
law. 

So on that, I will conclude by saying 
we are asking nothing more than the 
Food Stamp Program currently in ex-
istence today comply with the laws set 
forth. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like claim time in opposition, 
even though I am not opposed. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Texas is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, it is 

my understanding that this amend-
ment that the gentleman from New 
Jersey has worked very hard on tells 
the Department to comply with exist-
ing law, and at this point we have no 
objection to the amendment and would 
move the vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
GARRETT). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BACA 
Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BACA: 
Page 82, after line 14, insert the following: 
SEC. 753. None of the funds appropriated by 

this Act may be expended to reimburse a 
State agency for expenses under section 16(a) 
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 if the State 
agency has implemented operational changes 
in the food stamp program designed to in-
crease the total percentage of applications 
submitted by mail, by telephone, and on-line 
to more than 20 percent of the total applica-
tions submitted in that State unless the 
State agency can certify, and it is further 
certified by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
that persons with disabilities will retain 
equal access to the food stamp program, that 
such persons will receive fair service, and 
that the State agency’s plan would comply 
with applicable civil rights laws, including 
the American’s with Disabilities Act and sec-
tion 504 of the Rehabilitation Act. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to reserve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-
man’s point of order is reserved. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. BACA) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

We must stop throwing away good 
money after bad policy. Some States 
are taking misguided steps in admin-
istering the Food Stamp Program and 
other public benefits. Moving 20 to 50 
percent of all cases online or to remote 
calling centers makes little sense, cre-
ating problems for those most in need. 

The fact is, disabled, undereducated 
and minority food stamp participants 
are losing their food stamp benefit be-
cause of these cost-cutting privatiza-
tion initiatives. 

What is happening in Texas is a 
waste of Federal funds. The Texas 
State comptroller called for an inves-
tigation of the new public benefit sys-
tem. The Texas State comptroller said 
that the Accenture contract appears to 
be a perfect storm of wasting tax dol-
lars, reducing access to services, and 
profiteering at the expense of tax-
payers. 

The new eligibility system is a dis-
aster. More than 300,000 children have 
left the CHIP program. This has been 
blamed on the contractor’s loss of ap-
plications, payments that were not 
credited to the proper accounts, and 
families who have been improperly de-
nied benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot allow other 
States to be misguided down the road. 
If the Baca-Doggett-Green amendment 
would have been in order, we would 
have forced States to certify that 
changes to the application process are 
not hurting sensitive communities 
under existing civil rights and disabil-
ities law. 

People on food stamps and other pub-
lic benefits need our help to ensure 
that new program structures, privat-
ization and other changes do not harm 
them and do not take away food from 
the table. That is the purpose of this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT). 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, a mas-
sive experiment on poor people in 
Texas has been a true disaster. Mr. 
BACA seeks to ensure that all Ameri-
cans are protected from the same thing 
happening to them. 

Apparently, there were some people, 
who thought that Accenture could do 
just as good a job in responding to food 
stamp inquiries as it did dodging its 
fair share of taxes by moving off to 
Bermuda. They were wrong. 

Even our Republican comptroller, as 
Mr. BACA has noted, says we have had 
a storm, ‘‘a perfect storm of wasted tax 
dollars.’’ Many members of our Texas 
delegation this very week have written 
to the Governor saying that we believe 
‘‘assisting families with nutrition and 
health care is not an expense, it is an 
investment in our community,’’ and 
noting that face-to-face assistance by 
our public employees cannot be sub-
stituted by a machine, with turning 
poor people over to the Internet or a 
phone call in a distant city instead of 
a human being. 

Moreover, our Texas State locations 
have ‘‘well-trained eligibility employ-
ees.’’ Those are the employees that our 
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Texas Governor proposed to dismiss. 
We need to keep them there, and this 
amendment would help accomplish 
that. 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. AL GREEN). 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to speak on behalf of some 
of our most vulnerable Americans who 
are being denied access to needed food 
stamps because of States eliminating 
face-to-face interviews. 

Mr. Chairman, I speak on behalf of 
children, the elderly, disabled, and 
those with limited literacy. I regret 
that they are not here to speak for 
themselves because if they were here to 
speak for themselves, they would tell 
you about the 20-minute phone waits. 
They would tell you about the phone 
calls that have been abandoned because 
they had to wait too long, 44 percent 
per the USDA. 

They would tell you about the inabil-
ity to use the phone because they can-
not speak, the inability to use the 
phone because they cannot hear. They 
would tell you about the lack of com-
puter access and the lack of computer 
literacy. 

This amendment ensures a user- 
friendly system for some of our most 
vulnerable Americans. I speak for 
them. I stand with them. I cast my 
vote for them. 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment given that this amendment 
would be subject to a point of order, 
and hope that Chairman BONILLA and 
Ranking Member DELAURO will work 
to increase congressional oversight on 
this issue. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, on the immediately 

preceding amendment that was just 
withdrawn, this is an issue I have fol-
lowed closely for a long time, and I 
have questioned USDA officials about 
this. I offered a motion to instruct con-
ferees on the 2006 conference report on 
this issue. There is no question that 
this ill-considered plan must comply 
with all of our civil rights laws. 

I applaud the gentleman for his ef-
fort. I would also like to tell Members 
about what a mess the Texas effort to 
privatize not only the Food Stamp Pro-
gram but other critical social services 
is in. 

Just last week, Texas announced 
that the work by the company awarded 
the $899 million privatization contract, 
Accenture, was so bad it was putting 
the privatization effort on, what was 
described in the press, and I quote, ‘‘in-
definite hold.’’ 

Texas also announced it was going to 
give 1,000 State employees that it had 
planned to lay off bonuses of $1,800 so 
they would stay to help fix the mess 
created by Accenture. Accenture’s mis-
management of the State’s CHIP pro-

gram was so bad that 28,000 children 
were scheduled to lose their coverage 
in May, on top of an already large drop 
in enrollment since privatization oc-
curred. The State had to intervene to 
keep the children enrolled. 

As part of the 2006 conference report, 
USDA is required to send the com-
mittee quarterly reports on the Texas 
situation. The second and most recent 
report from the USDA, like the first, is 
very blunt in its assessment of the 
problems they see with what Texas has 
done with respect to the food stamp 
portion of this. 

The report says: ‘‘The following con-
cerns give pause to expansion without 
substantial improvements in system 
functionality to support a more ambi-
tious implementation agenda.’’ 

Among the concerns: Long wait 
times for calls; high abandonment 
rates by callers; vendor performance is 
questionable as evidenced by the high 
percentage of cases that are returned 
to the vendor because of missing infor-
mation and errors; case file docu-
mentation needs to be substantially 
improved to support program access 
and integrity; vendor performance on 
handling calls shows problems with the 
staffing and training resulting in infor-
mation to the extent that it is unclear 
whether applicants will know how to 
apply. 

The simple truth is that this effort is 
a disaster and it threatens the right of 
Texans to get the benefits to which 
they are entitled. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 
Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLAKE: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to fund dairy edu-
cation in Iowa. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, before 
the gentleman begins, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be read, 
and the reason I am doing this is be-
cause we are not sure which amend-
ment we are addressing and in what 
order. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-

tleman from Arizona is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Before addressing this particular ear-
mark, let me make a few general com-

ments about what we are going to do 
today. 

Today we will engage in a debate 
that has been a long time in coming. I 
plan to offer several amendments to 
this bill to block funding for a series of 
Member earmarks that are contained 
in the committee report that accom-
panies the bill. 

Let me point out that the House has 
already voted in the lobby reform bill a 
few weeks ago to require that Members 
attach their names to their earmarks; 
yet this committee report has come to 
the floor with more than 400 earmarks 
and not one name. They are not re-
quired to do so until the bill passes 
both Chambers, but it would be nice to 
have the names attached. 

Let me state from the outset I am 
under no illusion that I can block fund-
ing for any of these earmarks we will 
discuss. I am well acquainted with the 
process of log rolling where one Mem-
ber agrees to support another Mem-
ber’s earmarks if that Member will 
agree to do the same. I suspect that log 
rolling will prevail here today. 

But it is about time that we provide 
a little window into the process. Is it 
the Federal Government’s responsi-
bility to recruit dairy farmers from 
other regions to move to northeast 
Iowa, as one of the earmarks we will 
discuss today purports to do? 

Is the need so great this year to fund 
the National Grape and Wine Initiative 
that we should add $100,000 in debt 
owed by future generations? 

Since our responsibility as Members 
of Congress is to prioritize limited re-
sources, do we really want to tell tax-
payers that we believe that spending 
$180,000 on hydroponic tomato produc-
tion is more pressing than other 
issues? 

I expect that a few of the amend-
ments I will offer today will be success-
fully blocked because of a point of 
order. The reason: because we have no 
documentation that a Federal agency 
that will fund the project knows any-
thing about the project that is to be 
funded. 

b 1845 

To successfully challenge the ear-
mark requires an assumption that the 
agency is familiar with the project. 
Otherwise, we might be legislating on 
an appropriation bill, a violation of our 
rules. The incentive, therefore, for 
Members looking to protect their ear-
marks, is to be either vague or silent 
about the project’s goals and its over-
sight. 

Let us think about that for a minute. 
How are we supposed to exercise over-
sight for these earmarked projects? 
Who is to be held accountable? Not the 
government agency. By upholding the 
point of order, we are stipulating that 
the agency might as well not even 
know that the project exists. 

In the end, since rank-and-file Mem-
bers can’t even challenge those ear-
marks without being subject to a point 
of order and the agencies don’t know 
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anything about them and since we 
don’t even know who requested the ear-
mark in the first place, the only indi-
viduals who have any oversight func-
tion are selected members of the Ap-
propriations Committee or their staff. 

Mr. Chairman, it does not speak well 
for us as legislators when the first and 
last documentation of these earmarks 
is found in Members’ press releases. I 
would like to think that we can do bet-
ter than that. I think that all of us 
were elected to this august body with 
higher aspirations than to grovel for 
crumbs that might fall from appropri-
ators’ tables. 

We need to reform the process. We 
need to get back to the process of au-
thorization, appropriation and over-
sight. That is what this branch of gov-
ernment is supposed to do. We diminish 
ourselves at our office when we stray 
from that course. 

This particular earmark or this par-
ticular amendment seeks to strike 
funding for an earmark to provide 
$229,000 to retain and grow the business 
of existing dairies and recruit dairy 
farmers from other regions to north-
east Iowa. What business is it of the 
Federal Government to recruit dairy 
farmers to move from other regions to 
northeast Iowa? 

This work is to be carried out pri-
marily at the Northeast Iowa Commu-
nity College Dairy Center, and it is 
funded through the Cooperative State 
Research, Education and Extension 
Services Extension Activities. The ag-
ricultural appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 2007 includes more than $750 mil-
lion for extension activities, which is 
more than $5 million last year and $26 
million over the President’s request. I 
should point out, funding for this pro-
gram was not included in the Presi-
dent’s request. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This Congress was the first one in a 
generation last year to cut discre-
tionary spending. The gentleman’s 
amendment also does not do one thing 
to reduce spending in the bill. 

Yes, it would remove language for 
the particular project that the gen-
tleman is referencing, but then that 
money would be reverted back to the 
Federal agency, to whatever office dis-
seminates this money, and then it 
would be left to some career bureau-
crat to make the decision. Now, there 
are a lot of professionals that work at 
that level, but I for the life of me could 
not understand why we would leave all 
of those decisions up to the Federal 
agencies. 

Let me also say that this bill, aside 
from the discretionary spending we cut 
last year as fiscal conservatives, we cut 
this bill almost $100 million from last 

year, and the ‘‘earmarks’’ that are 
being referenced in this debate only 
make up 2 percent of this bill. So for 
all the grandiose statements that are 
being made here about being a cham-
pion of fiscal conservatism, big deal. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
my distinguished colleague from Iowa 
(Mr. LATHAM). 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is fascinating the way this amend-
ment reads. None of the funds made 
available in this act may be used to 
fund dairy education in Iowa. Now, I 
don’t know whether that means, appar-
ently, it is okay to educate people 
about dairy in Wisconsin and Min-
nesota and Arizona; I think we should. 
I don’t know what you have necessarily 
against dairymen in Iowa. 

Mr. Chairman, the funds contained in 
the bill for the northeast Iowa dairy 
education project are extremely impor-
tant to Iowa’s dairy industry because 
they help foster and enhance the devel-
opment of new dairy-producing oper-
ations and mostly among young dairy 
farmers. 

Throughout the northeast region in 
my district, I hear about the con-
tinuing success of this program and 
how the program has made meaningful 
differences to the small dairy pro-
ducers in this part of the State. If one 
is a small dairy producer, of which 
there are many in the State, con-
tinuing education is very important. 
The education project aids the reten-
tion and growth of existing dairy farms 
and responds to challenges to dairy 
farmers. 

This project is also important to nec-
essary research, and it is coordinated 
with Iowa State University, also the 
National Animal Disease Center; it co-
ordinates with this project. And it real-
ly is something that goes to not only 
diseases but state-of-the-art production 
and environmental management tech-
niques. I should also note that the 
funding for this project leverages $9 
million, or has in the past, $9 million of 
non-Federal funding. So it is not like 
the people, the farmers up there, the 
producers themselves, have not put 
their dollars in with this project. 

It is extremely important, and I 
would certainly ask people to vote 
against this amendment. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The only reason we limit it to dairy 
education in Iowa is to ensure that our 
amendment was made in order. Believe 
me, if there were dairy education for 
Arizona, I would strike that as well. 
We simply shouldn’t have programs 
like this. 

Let me just say, according to the 
Iowa State Dairy Association, the Iowa 
State dairy industry contributes more 
than $1.5 billion to the economy and 
provides more than 26,000 jobs. I would 
submit that spending $229,000 isn’t 
going to do much to change that trend 
one way or another. It is simply some-
thing we shouldn’t do. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would only briefly say again that a 
vote to support this amendment does 
not a single thing to cut spending in 
this bill and would just turn over all 
the decision-making process to a gov-
ernment agency. The Constitution 
calls for the House of Representatives 
to decide how funds are allocated, and 
I am a great believer in that. I urge all 
Members to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 
Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLAKE: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to fund the Fruit 
and Vegetable Market Analysis, Arizona and 
Missouri grant. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, again 
just for clarification, I would ask unan-
imous consent that the amendment be 
read so we understand which amend-
ment is before us. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the Clerk will read the amend-
ment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 

the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The committee has provided $350,000 
for providing analysis of the impacts of 
trade, environmental, monetary, and 
other policies on the Nation’s fruit and 
vegetable industry to stakeholders. 
This research is to be carried out by 
Arizona State University and the Uni-
versity of Missouri. I should note that 
Arizona State University has a campus 
in my district. 

The original goal of the research was 
to respond in a timely manner to re-
quests for policy-relevant information 
from congressional Members and their 
staffs on a wide variety of topics that 
impact the fruit and vegetable industry 
and consumers. The project also devel-
ops 10-year baseline projections on pro-
duction, prices, consumption and trade 
for the fruit and vegetable sector. The 
funding is through the Cooperative 
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State Research, Education and Exten-
sion Service’s Special Research grants, 
which are congressionally directed and 
noncompetitive research earmarks 
awarded to universities. Again, these 
are noncompetitive research earmarks 
awarded to universities. 

The agriculture appropriations for 
fiscal year 2007 includes more than $100 
million in these earmarks, many that 
have persisted for years and can only 
be terminated by Congress. 

The Fruit and Vegetable Market 
Analysis has been receiving Federal 
funds since 2002 and has received more 
than $1.3 million in appropriations. 
This earmark, again, was not included 
in the President’s request and this 
project has no formal evaluation. 
There is no expected completion date 
with this analysis, and it is expected to 
be ongoing. 

Here is another example: There are 
so few opportunities for oversight here. 
When you contact the Federal agen-
cies, it is difficult to even determine if 
they know that these projects exist. 
Who is supposed to be providing over-
sight here? In Congress, we are not, 
certainly. I mean, a lot of these pro-
grams, some of the earmarks that we 
will discuss today were expected to be 
2-year programs. They have gone on for 
over a decade. When do we say, enough 
is enough? Where is the oversight? If 
the Federal agency is not providing the 
oversight, if they do not even know of 
the program, and Congress is not pro-
viding the oversight, how do we know 
that we are getting our bang for the 
buck? 

These are pork barrel projects. We 
should not be funding them. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Once again, the gentleman who is 
proposing this amendment somehow 
thinks that this is going to save money 
in the bill. 

Let me point out also, in addition to 
the remarks I made earlier about cut-
ting discretionary spending and cut-
ting this bill back this year, there have 
also been cuts in this bill where fund-
ing for the Member priorities are down 
$35 million or 8 percent from last year. 
So the effort to deal with fiscal con-
servatism is ongoing and continues 
from last year when we started cutting 
discretionary spending. We also termi-
nate eight Federal programs for a sav-
ings of more than $4 million. 

So anyone who thinks that we are 
not concerned about fiscal conserv-
atism can look at the facts and figures 
before them. And we understand that 
the media likes to talk about Member 
priorities, but I would suggest that 
anyone who is truly serious and is not 
looking for recognition would work on 
entitlement reform, which is where the 

vast majority of our government funds 
go to, and that would really make a big 
mark on cutting back on spending, not 
amendments such as this one that do 
not cut one penny out of this bill. And 
I hope our colleagues and the constitu-
ents that are watching this are not 
somehow fooled into thinking that this 
amendment cuts one penny out of this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

It strikes me as odd that the Appro-
priations Committee claims that this 
is money that is going to be spent any-
way. We have no control. This is 
money, if we knock it out of here, it 
will just be spent elsewhere. 

What are we here for? Are we potted 
plants, just here to watch money go 
out the door? 

We are here to prioritize. We are here 
to say, this ought to be funded, that 
should not be funded. 

Last Friday, we had a great discus-
sion about the Military Quality of Life 
bill, where there was funding in there 
that was put in emergency category. 
Surely the Appropriations Committee 
or the House as a whole can say this 
$500 million that we are doing in ear-
marks here in the agriculture bill per-
haps could go to Military Quality of 
Life. Why can we not do that? 

This notion that we have no control 
and we cannot move money from one 
account to another is simply absurd. 
We can. We are Members of Congress. 
That is what we are here to do, to 
prioritize. So I completely reject the 
notion that we cannot do this. 

Also, on the subject of earmarks 
versus entitlements, I think my col-
league in the Senate said it well: Ear-
marks are the gateway drug to spend-
ing addiction. Once you get earmarks, 
then it is much easier to get other 
spending as well. A lot of the entitle-
ment programs that we have expanded, 
the prescription drug benefit, for exam-
ple, was made possible because of so 
many earmarks on other bills. 

Earmarks are a problem. It does add 
up to real money. I believe the trans-
portation bill last year was some $27 
billion in earmarks. That is not chump 
change. And I think that Americans all 
over are concerned about this and 
rightly so. 

Also, when you have a process here 
where there are no names attached to 
the earmarks, we do not know how to 
find out about these programs. 

b 1900 

We simply don’t know. We contact 
the Federal agencies. Half the time 
they don’t know about the programs. 
Where are we to provide oversight? 
That is one of our responsibilities, and 
we are not doing it here. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, Members come to the 
floor and offer amendments that have 
either substantive increases or de-

creases to appropriations bills. I use as 
an example a sincere Member from the 
State of Colorado, comes here every 
year with an amendment to cut spend-
ing that has a true impact on the bill. 
Whether he succeeds or not, there are 
votes held on that and honest debate is 
held. 

But, again, when amendments are 
presented in this form, there is no sav-
ings. Anyone who suggests that there 
is a savings in writing amendments 
like this is a fool, because they are not 
cutting a single penny from the appro-
priations bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, in this 30 seconds, let 
me explain that the Appropriations 
Committee, all they have to do is tell 
the Budget Committee we would like a 
lower 302(b) allocation. The Budget 
Committee, believe me, will be glad to 
do that. 

I am offering 11 amendments today. 
The FY 07 agriculture appropriations 
bill has more than 450 amendments; 
450. That is nearly identical to the 10- 
year average, according to CRS. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all amend-
ments remaining, with the exception of 
the last one, be read, just so we know 
which one we are dealing with, because 
we have a stack of papers we are look-
ing at. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. That can be 
addressed ad hoc. 

Without objection, the Clerk will 
read the amendment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLAKE: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to fund the Food 
Marketing Policy Center, Connecticut grant. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment for 
the Food Marketing Policy Center is a 
Connecticut earmark. The committee 
has provided $579,000 for a center that 
analyzes strategies and public policies 
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that impact the marketing of food as 
well as food safety marketing. 

I would ask again, what business is it 
of the Federal Government, with far 
higher priorities, to fund an earmark 
like this? I would say again to those 
who say, well, if you strike funding for 
this, the funding will simply go to the 
agencies and they will spend it on their 
own, we can instruct the Budget Com-
mittee, again, to say please lower the 
allocations. Let’s spend less on ear-
marks and spend more on body armor 
or something else. We have the power 
to make those priorities, yet we are 
not. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, to 
begin the position of those opposed, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment and want to say a few 
words about the work done at the Uni-
versity of Connecticut’s Food Mar-
keting Policy Center. It is hardly frivo-
lous. 

The policy center has an established 
track record as a research resource for 
policymakers across the world. It con-
ducts research on a variety of food and 
agricultural marketing, safety related 
policy matters, information that con-
tributes to the work that we do to im-
prove our food production, marketing, 
and safety systems. 

Let me give you a couple of examples 
how it has helped us here in the Con-
gress and impacted consumers: 

In 2003, the Food Marketing Policy 
Center research on fluid milk pricing 
in the Northeast and Pacific Northwest 
uncovered gouging by supermarket 
chains. After the demise of the North-
east Dairy Compact, farm prices had 
plummeted, but retail prices in New 
England only had declined marginally. 
The center estimated that milk at $3 
per gallon retail in New England super-
markets was $1 above its supply cost 
for nearly 2 years, hurting farmers as 
much as consumers. Their research is 
helping us determine new approaches 
to fluid milk channel pricing. 

Another example: other research 
done at the center just last year in-
cludes work done on food access for 
low-income consumers, the impact of 
foot and mouth disease and new ap-
proaches to animal health and biosecu-
rity. On the latter point, the center has 
worked to outline the regulatory in-
consistencies between the U.S. and 
other countries and the impact on the 
export markets for U.S. beef. 

Particularly as we in the sub-
committee work to ensure our food 
supply is safe in the face of an increas-
ing number of new threats and market 
realities, we understand the need for 
the best research possible. That is what 

we get from this center and what we 
get in return for a very small invest-
ment from the USDA via the CSREES 
program, an investment, I would re-
mind my colleagues, that leverages ad-
ditional support from academic and in-
dustry sources. It is, in fact, a public- 
private partnership. 

I believe we in the Congress have an 
obligation to hold up our end of the 
bargain and fund the center. Farmers 
rely on it, consumers rely on it, public 
agencies, State legislatures, and even 
us, even some here in the Congress. 

So let’s support the center. Let’s sup-
port getting the best agricultural re-
search that is possible. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
ask the gentlewoman if she would en-
gage in a colloquy on this. 

May I ask how long this program has 
been in existence? 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, yes, you may ask 
that question, and if you can give me a 
second, I will get that information. 

Mr. FLAKE. Approximately is fine. 
Ms. DELAURO. Just over the last 3 

years. 
Mr. FLAKE. Has there been a marked 

improvement in the way we have stud-
ied these issues? Didn’t we get along 
just fine before this program existed? 

Ms. DELAURO. I just laid out for you 
the specific incidents. I don’t make 
them up. You can go back and you can 
check them. But I laid out for you sev-
eral areas in which the research and 
the effort has been extremely impor-
tant and helpful to farmers, to con-
sumers, and to those of us here. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, should we not have simi-
lar programs for other industries, per-
haps have other earmarks to help us 
analyze the cost of computers? 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, let me 
just say to you, that is not the issue at 
hand here. We are discussing this pro-
gram. You have concerns about it. I 
will just say I appreciate your asking 
questions. I tried to answer the ques-
tions, and I think that I have provided, 
and given a lot more time, I could pro-
vide further information about all that 
this center is doing and how in fact it 
meets its mission in terms of assisting 
consumers and farmers and the general 
public. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the gentlewoman. 
It makes the point why we have over 
the past decade increased the number 
of earmarks by, I believe it is, 872 per-
cent. That is not something as a Re-
publican that I am proud of at all. We 
had just under 15,000 earmarks in all 
appropriation bills last year. Who 
knows where it will go, unless we get a 
handle on this process. 

It simply is wrong for Members of 
Congress to be able to take an amount 
of money and designate it for one par-
ticular group with no real oversight. 
As I mentioned, too few of these ear-
marks can even be challenged like we 

are challenging these today because 
you might be ruled out of order be-
cause the Federal agency has no record 
or no idea what the earmark is actu-
ally doing. We have a process that is 
out of control. 

Let me mention, as well, we haven’t 
mentioned the other side of earmarks. 
We have one of our former Members in 
jail right now for basically selling ear-
marks. Jack Abramoff reportedly re-
ferred to the Appropriations Com-
mittee as an ‘‘earmark favor factory.’’ 
Those are his words, not mine. 

We have a process that is out of con-
trol, nearly 15,000 earmarks. When you 
have that many, with very little over-
sight, it is ripe for abuse; and we sim-
ply have to change the direction we are 
going. That is the larger point. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I come from the State 
of Joe McCarthy, and he was famous 
for his use of innuendo. I don’t appre-
ciate it when I hear innuendo on this 
floor from any source. 

Let me start this way: my opinion of 
earmarks is pretty clear. When I was 
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, for instance, we had no ear-
marks in the Labor-Health-Education 
bill. I think the number of earmarks 
has gotten grotesquely out of hand. I 
think it is beyond the ability of our 
staff to police. On that, I agree with 
the gentleman. But I don’t think that 
we need to drag in a reference to an ob-
scene player in the game like Mr. 
Abramoff in discussing a specific ear-
mark such as we were discussing 5 min-
utes ago. 

If one is serious about providing 
oversight on earmarks, then they 
would not have voted for the budget 
resolution to begin with, if they were 
serious about fiscal responsibility, I 
should say. 

If they were serious about fiscal re-
sponsibility, they would not pick and 
choose a few random earmarks to go 
after on the floor. They would have in-
sisted that this House have systematic 
reform of earmarks so that, for in-
stance, we go after the big targets, the 
authorizing committee. The committee 
that provides highway authorization, 
for instance. 

The mother of all earmarks was the 
‘‘bridge to nowhere.’’ That wasn’t in an 
appropriation bill. That was in the au-
thorization bill, and that authorization 
bill last year, the highway bill, had 
seven times as many earmarks as the 
relevant appropriation bill, seven 
times the amount. 

If people were serious about going 
after earmarks, they would go after au-
thorization earmarks. If they were se-
rious about earmarks, they would go 
after tax bills. The 1981 tax bill was re-
plete with special transition rules for 
corporations, and every time I would 
talk to a big businessman who would 
complain to me about the deficits that 
Ronald Reagan was building up, I 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 07:25 Nov 16, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00089 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H23MY6.REC H23MY6C
C

O
LE

M
A

N
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
71

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3108 May 23, 2006 
would say, ‘‘Well, why don’t you raise 
hell about what they are doing in the 
tax bill?’’ 

‘‘Oh, we can’t, because we have got a 
special transition rule in there and we 
don’t want the committee to take it 
away,’’ they would say. 

If you take a look the 1986 tax bill, 
the same problem. If you take a look at 
the most recent tax bills, laced with 
special privileges. And the fact is that 
those special privileges aren’t just 1- 
year affairs, as a lot of appropriations 
earmarks are. They continue giving 
again and again and again, as the TV 
commercial goes. 

So I would say if the gentleman has 
legitimate objections to specific ear-
marks, by all means, it is his right to 
raise that on the floor. But I think if 
the gentleman wants to be taken seri-
ously on this effort in the House, then 
he needs to support a systematic and 
systemic approach, which will reduce 
the number of earmarks to a number 
which this House has the capacity to 
handle. 

I don’t think that we particularly 
add to the effort if we just pick and 
choose on the basis of, say, funny 
names. I recall once, for instance, when 
a Senator from will my own State, Bill 
Proxmire, made fun of an earmark for 
a research project because it was re-
search on Polish pigs, and everybody 
laughed about Polish pigs. But the fact 
is, out of that study came a new blood 
pressure medicine, which has been used 
by millions of Americans for years. 

b 1915 

So I would suggest there is a con-
structive way and a not so constructive 
way to go after earmarks. I would pre-
fer we follow a constructive road. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would agree with the 
gentleman from Wisconsin on the point 
about trying to associate Members 
with activities that are well known 
throughout this town and throughout 
this country that were inappropriate. 

But, unfortunately, when Members 
come and lack truth and substance and 
real meat in their debates, they often 
times resort to try to take a debate to 
that level. Anyone who opposes a per-
son on an issue or an amendment in 
this body, to have them associated 
with someone who has really done 
themselves wrong and done the coun-
try wrong is really bad form and, in the 
view of I believe the overwhelming ma-
jority of the Members of this House, 
really uncalled for. 

So if there are Members here who 
want to conduct their debates at that 
level, it is unfortunate, and we cannot 
stop them. But, again, I hope that we 
would conduct this debate at a sub-
stantive level. And with that, I would 
again oppose the amendment strongly. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire as to how much time there is re-
maining? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. There is 1 
minute remaining. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, at no time have I 
tried to associate anyone here with the 
actions of the former Member. At no 
time have I done so. And I apologies if 
that inference was gained. 

But we have a process here that is 
bad, that there are too few controls. 
That particular Member was able to 
get his earmarks through the entire 
process without being challenged, with-
out one person being able to stand up 
and say, you know, are those earmarks 
going for the right purpose, or are they 
going off for some other purpose? 

That is what this earmark battle is 
about. And I agree with virtually every 
word said by the gentleman from Wis-
consin, and I want to work with him on 
systemic reform. We got some of that 
in the lobby reform bill that we passed 
a few weeks ago. We need far more of 
it. We need far more than just trans-
parency. 

Mr. Chairman, you have got to have 
accountability as well. This is one 
part. Being able to challenge earmarks. 
No Member ought to assume that they 
can get a project for their district and 
not ever be challenged on it, to explain 
what it is about. That is what this de-
bate is about. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the Clerk will read the amend-
ment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLAKE: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to fund research and 
education activities for greenhouse nurseries 
in Ohio. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this earmark is a 
greenhouse nurseries earmark, $726,000 
for greenhouse nurseries in Ohio, an in-
crease of $5,000 over last year. This was 
described as intended to develop mar-
keting plans to showcase this industry 
that has branded itself as the Maumee 
Valley Growers. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just make the 
point again. I do not know what else to 
do here. I have been screaming for 5 
years that earmarks are out of control. 
Yet in that same 5 years, we have dou-
bled, probably quadrupled the number 

of earmarks that this body has in the 
appropriations bills every year. I do 
not know what else will work, what 
other avenue do rank-and-file Members 
who are not on the Appropriations 
Committee have to point out the ab-
surdity of funding some of these items, 
only to be told, well, do not take this 
opportunity, challenge it another way. 

I would like to see, where? Where do 
we have the opportunity? Why should 
we not have the opportunity to stand 
in this body and challenge the ear-
marks that Members get? Why should 
any Member have the opportunity to 
earmark a certain amount of money 
for his or her district, or for a par-
ticular company or non-profit organi-
zation or group of individuals, without 
being challenged on it? 

Where is that right or so-called right 
that we have to do so? I simply do not 
see it. And I have looked, believe me, 
for years for opportunities to say, we 
are out of control. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin mentioned, I thank him for 
doing it. He says we are out of control. 
There is no way we can police the num-
ber of earmarks. There is no way that 
we can actually have real oversight 
here. 

But if I cannot stand up and chal-
lenge these earmarks, what am I to do? 
What are other rank-and-file Members 
to do? Where is the forum if not here 
on the floor of the House? 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, once 
again, it appears that the author of the 
amendment is seeking to acknowledge 
some frustration and to quote one of 
his lines here, I do not know what else 
to do. Again, I would offer advice to 
not just this Member but any Member 
that was seriously concerned about fur-
ther fiscal responsibility again to em-
phasize this bill is almost $100 million 
below last year’s bill. 

We have cut the number of Member 
projects in it. We cut discretionary 
spending again last year. So those of us 
who are truly trying to make a dif-
ference are making a difference. Is it 
enough? Of course not. But if Members 
are actually looking for honest road-
maps to success in this area, again, the 
area of entitlements needs to be ad-
dressed. 

So I would suggest that any Member 
who really wants to tackle fiscal re-
sponsibility in this area go for it. That 
would matter. Dealing with a budget 
process before we get to this point, 
that would matter. Offering amend-
ments that are substantive again, but 
that would actually have an effect on 
spending, whether it goes up or down, 
that would matter. So, again, to ad-
dress the frustrations that are being 
expressed here, those are three clear 
roads to further fiscal responsibility 
that I would suggest to any Member 
who might ask. 
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But, again, to offer amendments that 

have nothing to do with cutting a dime 
out of this bill is useless. And I can un-
derstand why the feeling of desperation 
might occur. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman very much for yielding 
me time. 

Mr. Chairman, as a member of this 
subcommittee for many years, I would 
like to point out that everyone of the 
projects that is included in this bill is 
carefully monitored and with the pro-
posals being reviewed on campuses be-
fore they are submitted to the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture for funding. 
Then the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture reviews each project to be sure 
that the projects are ones of scientific 
merit, and research contracts are effec-
tively negotiated between the USDA 
and the recipient. 

And the subcommittee monitors each 
one of the projects with detailed ques-
tions at every hearing. This is the most 
recent hearing manual with each of the 
amendments that the gentleman is of-
fering about. There is careful review. 
There are quarterly reports. There is 
documentation that is required for 
every single project. 

So I do not quite agree with what the 
gentleman has said, because it is a con-
tract negotiation and because there is 
careful review and a lot of projects do 
not get funded. The gentleman men-
tioned something about 400 projects. 
Well, we have 435 Members of this in-
stitution. 

And we do have a responsibility to 
the country. There are projects in Ari-
zona. There are projects in Ohio. And 
we cannot fund everything that we are 
asked, but we do the best job that we 
can, and we try and make and build a 
better country. 

So the specifics, the gentleman had a 
question about I think the greenhouse 
nurseries projects in Ohio. And I can 
assure the gentleman that the unsub-
sidized family farmers of Ohio in this 
particular industry are competing in a 
global market. And the work that is 
being done by several land grant uni-
versities, including Ohio State Univer-
sity, Michigan State University, Indi-
ana State University, are trying to 
help an endangered industry compete 
against subsidized Canadian production 
where power in that nation is made 
available at much cheaper rates. 

The power costs of operating these 
kinds of greenhouses is enormous in 
the current marketplace. I only wish 
that our region of the country had 
what the gentleman has, and that is 
the Bureau of Land Reclamation, and 
your subsidized water projects in the 
west that have literally pulled much of 
our vegetable production from nonirri-
gated facilities to the irrigated west. 

I wish we had the kind of subsidies 
the gentleman’s region has benefited 
from. Perhaps because the gentleman 
lives in a suburb, he does not appre-

ciate what it takes to produce food in 
our country with the kind of competi-
tion that we face. 

Now I read in the gentleman’s biog-
raphy that he grew up on a ranch. I 
sure would like to know if your family 
benefited from any of those Bureau of 
Land Management subsidies or any of 
those Arizona water projects. Maybe 
the gentleman gets his water from the 
rain. I do not know. But, you know, 
other parts of America need to com-
pete, too, and they are not subsidized. 

So we hope that our industry will be 
able to survive. But I would defend any 
of the projects that have gone through 
this careful review through the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture along with 
many of our land grant institutions. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen-
tleman to take a look in the mirror 
and to his own State. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would simply point 
out that one of the amendments I of-
fered is actually to cut funding that 
goes to my State. I would simply point 
out again, last year there were more 
than 10,000 earmarks worth $29 billion. 
I would say, again, to the average 
American, that may not seem like 
much to us, but it seems like a lot to 
them. It is a lot to all of us. 

And as mentioned before, earmarks 
are the gateway drug to spending ad-
diction. When we get earmarks, it is 
much easier to vote for other things as 
well. The gentleman asked why we do 
not attack some of the other spending 
and look to entitlement spending. 

Twenty-five Republicans voted 
against the prescription drug benefit. 
We have worked to limit that program 
to where we can afford it. We added 
more unfunded liabilities to Medicare 
than exist in all of Social Security 
with that single bill. We voted against 
it. 

We offered alternative legislation. 
We tried to rally our colleagues to vote 
against it. What else are we supposed 
to do there? Here, with these earmarks, 
what other forum do we have to say, 
let us cut back somewhere, somewhere. 
On the road to 10,000 earmarks, cannot 
we just say, we have gone too far? Can 
we change this process? 

If we are funding, I would submit, 
greenhouse nursery earmarks, $726,000, 
we have not scrubbed this bug well 
enough. And the notion, again, that if 
we do not spend this money here, it 
will just get spent elsewhere demeans 
us as legislators, because it is our duty 
to actually police how this money is 
spent. And if it is not going to be spent 
here, then, again, let’s go to the Budg-
et Committee and say, we do not need 
this big of an allocation. 

Let’s put it to the war effort. Put it 
to pay down the debt, somewhere else. 
But this process, it ought to be author-
ization, appropriation, oversight. And 
somehow we have neglected the first 
two, authorization and oversight. And 
all we do is appropriate. And then 
these earmarks, very few of them actu-

ally have any oversight, these special 
research grants, there is some kind of 
reporting there. But in most of the ear-
marks, there are not. 

As I mentioned, most of the agencies 
do not even know that these are being 
funded, or do not even know what the 
program is, they simply fund them. 
They do not have the opportunity to 
exercise oversight there. And we do not 
certainly exercise the oversight here. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the Clerk will read the amend-
ment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLAKE: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to fund aquaculture 
in Ohio. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the goal of this 
project, the aquaculture in Ohio ear-
mark, is to foster the development of a 
statewide aquaculture industry in 
Ohio. 

b 1930 

Again, I have to ask the threshold 
question here: Where is the Federal 
nexus? Why are we taking taxpayer 
funds from someone in Maine and put-
ting it here in aquaculture in Ohio? 
How do we make that leap that it is 
our responsibility as legislators to do 
that? 

Again, we can save this money. This 
money does not have to be spent. All 
we have to do is say change our alloca-
tion. Give less money. We can take 
some $400 million we are spending in 
Member earmarks and pay down the 
debt, fund the war effort, anything else 
but these earmarks, I would submit. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
(Mr. SIMPSON) to begin the debate for 
those opposed. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, while I 
do not want to respond to this specific 
project, I do want to respond to what 
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the gentleman from Arizona talked 
about just a little bit ago. He men-
tioned 10,000 earmarks and $29 billion 
last year. And he seeks to reduce the 
spending because somehow I guess the 
implication is that that $29 billion is 
wasteful spending. What that is is $29 
billion that Congress has directed how 
it is going to be spent and not the ad-
ministration. 

When the administration proposes a 
budget, it is a recommendation that 
comes to Congress. It is full of ear-
marks. Administration earmarks. Ear-
marks that they believe how the 
money should be spent. Congress in 
their budget process, in their hearing 
process, in the Appropriations Com-
mittee make certain determinations. 
Some of them, in fact, most of them 
are that the administration’s requests 
are appropriate. Sometimes we dis-
agree with them. We say spending 
ought to be done somewhere else. We 
have different priorities. Those are 
called earmarks. I call them congres-
sionally directed spending. 

To tell you the truth, I wish we con-
gressionally directed all of the spend-
ing. Remember, the President just 
makes recommendations. It is this 
Congress’s responsibility to determine 
where the spending is going to go and 
to tell an administration or an agency 
that some of this money, a very, very 
small percentage of it is going to be 
spent in certain projects that we think 
are important, at least a majority here 
do, I think is our role. And to suggest 
that all $29 billion or 10,000 earmarks, 
whatever the amount was, is wasteful 
spending is to mislead the American 
people. 

Are there some wasteful things in 
there? Sure. But if you think giving 
the money just to the administration 
to determine how it ought to be spent 
rather than Congress directing it, all of 
the sudden it is going to be spent ap-
propriately, then I want to know why 
there are 10,000 trailers sitting in Hope, 
Arkansas. 

The administration can waste money 
just like Congress can. Sure, there is 
some spending in there that we would 
all say is inappropriate, but that is our 
job to get after it. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I thank the gentleman for making 
those points. They are good ones. We 
have failed in our oversight function. 
But I would submit it is very difficult 
to criticize the Department of Defense 
for not buying sufficient body armor, 
for example, when we have instructed 
them with an earmark to spend more 
than a million dollars on a museum in 
New York with a congressional ear-
mark, with a Member earmark. So we 
demean our role in oversight of the 
Federal agencies when we have in-
structed and stipulated that spending 
be on aquaculture in Ohio. 

It is very difficult to, with a straight 
face, tell the agencies you are 
misspending the taxpayers money 
when we are doing this. So we have a 

process that is a great process. This 
was set up right in this country. Au-
thorization, appropriations, oversight. 
If we do not like the way the President 
is submitting his budgets or his rec-
ommendations, then in authorizing 
bills, let’s say don’t do that; these are 
the only programs that we are going to 
authorize. 

The trailers that ended up in Arkan-
sas, I could not agree more. That was 
our mistake for giving $12 billion up 
front to FEMA. We should have said, 
let’s have smaller trounces. Come 
every week and justify what you have 
done. Some of us recommended doing 
that. But it was not accepted, and we 
ended up with trailers in fields that are 
still in Arkansas. So we have a process. 
We need to follow it. We need to get 
back to it. That is what we are recom-
mending here. 

Some people point out that earmarks 
have been around as long as Congress 
has, and I suppose that is true to some 
extent. But everyone knows, over the 
last decade in particular, we have sim-
ply gone hog wild with earmarks. We 
simply have to get this process under 
control. 

As the gentleman from Wisconsin 
pointed out again, we simply do not 
have enough staff to police this. We are 
out of control and if not to stand up 
here and challenge earmarks, I am at 
my wits’ end. I do not know what else 
to do. I am frustrated. I am frustrated. 
I think a lot of us are. I know the tax-
payers are. So that is why we are going 
through this process today. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished, hard-
working gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. 
SCHMIDT). 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in opposition to this amendment. 
Aquaculture is becoming a burgeoning 
industry in my State. Ohio aquaculture 
has grown 17 percent in the last year 
alone. 

Ohio State University, Ohio’s land 
grant university, has been conducting 
this vital research in my district to 
most importantly help Ohio’s tobacco 
farmers transition to new crops, and 
that is important that we find ways for 
Ohio’s tobacco farmers to transition to 
new crops or otherwise those farmers 
will find themselves unable to continue 
to be farmers in Ohio. 

This funding is not just important to 
my district. It is essential to the 
aquacultural research in all of Ohio 
through a state-wide aquacultural ex-
tension program. This funding is well 
spent, and it produces real dividends 
for Ohio farmers. A few years ago I got 
to witness one of the farms that actu-
ally participated in this research, a to-
bacco farmer that now raises shrimp 
and is making money off raising 
shrimp in Ohio. 

I am a conservative and a fiscal con-
servative, and I do not like to spend 
people’s money, but I do understand 
the importance of this kind of eco-

nomic research for Ohio’s farmers and 
Ohio’s folks. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. I 
would like to join my dear colleague 
from Ohio (Mrs. SCHMIDT) in saying 
that aquaculture is a growing business 
in Ohio. We want to keep all of our 
communities competitive. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
Arizona, Ohio is really a shrimp in 
this. Arizona has a $4.2 million aqua-
culture designation in this bill. So we 
are really a shrimp compared to Ari-
zona with your subsidized water and 
your Bureau of Land Reclamation in-
centives for your folks out there. 

But I can tell you, when I was born 
we had 146 million people in this coun-
try. Today we have 300 million. The 
oceans are half depleted in fish. And 
the Great Lakes are in great competi-
tion with Canada. We have to put caps 
on what our commercial fishermen can 
fish. And this project has resulted in a 
30 percent increase in juvenile perch, 
one of the most desired fish in the re-
gion. So we need more fish. The oceans 
are not providing. We have to do our 
job here. Life is important. Being com-
petitive in the international aqua-
culture environment is important. And 
the gentleman’s own State, though it 
costs more to do it there because you 
have all those irrigation costs, we are 
trying to do it using fresh water. I 
think this is a wonderful investment 
by the American people in their own 
self-interest. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the Clerk will read the amend-
ment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLAKE: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to fund the Hydro-
ponic Tomato Production, Ohio grant. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the order of the House of today, the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I thank the Chair for his and this 
body’s indulgence. 

This is a hydroponic tomato produc-
tion earmark that we are challenging 
here. Again, let me make the broader 
point, what business is it of the Fed-
eral Government to pick winners and 
losers in the economy, to decide that 
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we ought to be promoting hydroponic 
tomato production earmarks instead of 
promoting the cherry tomato or grape 
tomato or others out there that any 
Member could get an earmark for? Why 
is it this is important and the others 
are not? 

We as legislators have to decide how 
we are going to husband the Nation’s 
resources. I would submit that when we 
have 10,000 earmarks a year or more 
and when we are growing it at a rate of 
872 percent over the last 10 years, at 
some point, I do not know where that 
point is, maybe it is with hydroponic 
tomatoes, some point we have got to 
take a stand and say enough is enough. 
We simply cannot continue spending 
money like this. 

Again, let me just point out the no-
tion that we cannot cut spending, that 
this money if it is not going to be spent 
here it will just be spent somewhere 
else by the administration is false. We 
can spend less. We can cut our own 
spending. We can cut our own alloca-
tions and say we simply do not need to 
spend this much money. 

Again, we are not potted plants here. 
We are legislators. We are here to 
make these decisions. I would submit 
that when we are spending $180,000 on 
hydroponic tomatoes that something 
has gone awry and we have lost our 
focus. That is what this debate is 
about. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, his-
torically when Members target projects 
in this body, everybody understands 
the game. When you talk about toma-
toes and aquaculture and programs 
that have names that do not imme-
diately jump out to people with a true 
purpose, the press releases go out, the 
media circles when you walk out of the 
House Chamber, and there you have 
your name in the paper as a great slay-
er of funding programs. 

But again, the hard work when you 
talk about fiscal conservatism as we 
have again last year cutting spending, 
trimming this bill down almost $100 
million, cutting back on the Member 
requests, all of those things, that is the 
work that is done in the trenches day 
in and day out. 

So, again, we all realize in this body 
what makes a headline. So if you make 
fun of the tomato and you make fun of 
the research project that is in a par-
ticular State, more power to you. But 
I think for the most part we are going 
to find that the Members of this body 
understand that again there is not a 
single dime that is going to be cut out 
of this amendment. True reform comes 
from the kind of work in the trenches 
that I have been suggesting, entitle-
ment reform, budget reform, those are 
the processes that really matter. Or 
again, in the end, amendments that ac-

tually make a difference in terms of 
spending or cutting the budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, in response I would 
simply say I reject the premise that we 
cannot cut spending. This notion again 
that we will not save anybody by get-
ting rid of earmarks. It is valid. This 
isn’t a debate in a vacuum that really 
does not matter. If we reform the way 
we do earmarks, we will save signifi-
cant money. I do not know about you, 
but $29 billion seems like a lot to me, 
$29 billion last year in appropriation 
earmarks. That is a lot of money. It 
adds up. A billion here and a billion 
there, soon enough you have got real 
money. 

So this notion that we cannot save 
and we are just throwing out a couple 
of names here, I would like to bring all 
450 Member earmarks to the floor that 
were in this bill. Simply we do not 
have the time and we do not have the 
patience and I understand that. But 
how else can we highlight this? What 
other forum do we have? Believe me, if 
it is there we have used it. We have got 
to start somewhere. I think we have 
got to make a stand. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the 
gentleman who is offering this amend-
ment directly, it is not that we cannot 
cut spending, because we have. The 
issue here is that he cannot cut spend-
ing with any of the amendments that 
he is proposing. So, again, I do not 
know how much more clearly I could 
say that or any other Member of this 
body. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to put on the record that the 
State of Ohio used to be one of the 
leading tomato-growing States in the 
Nation until subsidized western water, 
and we lost our industry to the West. 

Now, Arizona is one of the most irri-
gated States in the country. You are 
draining water that is never going to 
come back. And yet I look at our part 
of the country that has to fight for 
such a small part of the market right 
now. I would just ask the gentleman, I 
would love to look at the type of sub-
sidies that attend to your agriculture 
in Arizona from major government 
agencies that do not come to Ohio 
farmers. 

b 1945 

We are trying to maintain a very 
small market share. Hydroponic pro-
duction is one of the ways in which we 
are successfully doing it, but I would 
just beg for the gentleman to take a 
look at what has really happened to 
the movement of agriculture. One 
State in the Union now produces over 
half the fruits and vegetables in the 

country, most of it irrigated. Ohioans 
have a right to compete in this market. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

To the gentlewoman’s points, we do 
in Arizona get subsidies. We should 
not, particularly with cotton. Cotton is 
very water intensive. We receive sub-
sidies in cotton in many ways, particu-
larly through the farm bill. I would ask 
you, please join me in opposing the 
farm bill next year. We will have an ex-
tension of the farm bill perhaps this 
year. Please join me in opposing it for 
subsidizing far too much as well. 

We are spending too much money. It 
is not just in earmarks here, but it is 
other areas as well, but if we say we 
are not going to cut it in earmarks or 
other ways, where do we cut it? That is 
why our budget is simply growing and 
growing. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLAKE. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to say this may be the first year 
America imports more food than she 
exports. This is not just a problem in-
side the borders of the United States. 
We have to keep our agriculture alive 
in this country, and it is becoming 
more and more difficult every year be-
cause of what is happening in the glob-
al economy and subsidies that are out 
there in other countries. Thank you for 
yielding. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the gentlewoman 
for that point. 

We do have a problem entering into 
free trade agreements because we sub-
sidize our agriculture so much. It is 
complicating the Doha round right 
now. We are limiting the markets that 
we can sell into because of our own 
subsidies. 

The country of New Zealand a few 
years ago thought they could never get 
away from agriculture subsidies. They 
just up and said one day, we are not 
going to do it anymore; we cannot af-
ford to anymore. People predicted that 
their agriculture would drop consider-
ably. It has not. They have thrived. If 
we simply trust in the market here and 
let the market take over, we would be 
far better off. 

But in this point, again, I would 
make the point, we can save money 
here. Earmarks are costing us a whale 
of a lot of money, not just because of 
the money in the earmarks themselves, 
but in the amount of funding that they 
leverage elsewhere because when you 
have an earmark in an appropriations 
bill, you had better not vote against 
that appropriations bill or you might 
see your earmark vanish. So it is not 
just the money in the earmarks, it is 
the money that is leveraged. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
time has expired. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 
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Mr. Chairman, I was not going to say 

anything on this point until the gen-
tleman made his last remark about 
people taking earmarks away if they 
do not vote for a bill. 

I do not recall a single Member of the 
majority party helping me when, 2 
years ago, I urged Democrats to vote 
against the Labor, Health and Edu-
cation bill because it was grossly insuf-
ficient to meet our education and 
health care and science needs. I well re-
call when the Republican Appropria-
tions Subcommittee chairman an-
nounced to his entire caucus that, be-
cause not a single Democrat voted for 
that inadequate Labor bill, that no 
Democrat was going to get a project. 

I am proud of the fact that Demo-
crats stuck against that bill anyway 
because we saw our duty as requiring 
us to oppose that bill because it put 
cuts for millionaires ahead of increas-
ing the Pell Grant for kids trying to go 
to college. They put tax cuts for mil-
lionaires ahead of funding health pro-
fessions training. They put tax cuts for 
millionaires ahead of worker protec-
tion programs. 

So I would simply say, I welcome the 
gentleman’s finally saying tonight that 
it is improper for earmarks to be used 
as internal blackmail. I just wish he 
had spoken up when we actually faced 
that issue 2 years ago. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, the bill 
that you mention is a perfect example. 
We do not need earmarks like this. We 
knocked all the earmarks out. We sur-
vived just fine. Members survived just 
fine. They were reelected. They came 
back. That was the only Labor-HHS 
bill I have ever voted for because it did 
not have earmarks. We finally got it 
right. We ought to continue it. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, well, with 
all due respect, the issue before us to-
night is not what happened to past ap-
propriations bills. The issue is whether 
or not, since the gentleman has chosen 
to take on these particular earmarks, 
the issue is whether or not the ear-
mark in question merits support or 
not. 

I recognize the gentleman is trying 
to do what Otto Passman when he ran 
the Foreign Aid Committee, which is 
to offer amendments for illustrative 
purposes, but the fact is, tonight the 
House is not going to be making judg-
ments on whether there should or 
should not be earmarks. The House, 
under procedures tonight, is simply 
being asked to make a judgment about 
whether a specific earmark is meri-
torious or not, and I would hope that 
that is the basis upon which they 
would cast their votes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 
Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 

the Clerk will read the amendment. 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLAKE: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to fund the Wood 
Utilization grant. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, the com-
mittee has provided $6,371,000 to pro-
vide science that addresses problems 
with harvesting, transportation, manu-
facturing and marketing of economical 
forest products. For all the talk about, 
we are cutting too much timber and we 
are doing too much of this, to provide 
this kind of subsidy for research on 
how to do it just seems to me out of 
line. 

Let me just point out, some of these 
earmarks we have been talking about 
have been just a few hundred thousand 
dollars, not that that is small money, 
but this one is $6 million. If we looked 
since 1985, this program is the wood 
utilization program that received Fed-
eral funds in excess of $86 million. So it 
goes on and on and on. 

This earmark was not included in the 
President’s request. The United States 
is the world’s largest producer of lum-
ber and wood products used in residen-
tial construction and in commercial 
wood products such as furniture and 
containers. The United States is also 
the leader in the pulp and paper busi-
ness, producing about 34 percent of the 
world’s pulp and 29 percent of the 
world’s output in paper and paper 
board. 

The forest products industries is a 
strong contributor to the Nation’s 
economy, employing close to 1.3 mil-
lion people in all regions of the coun-
try, ranking among the top 10 manu-
facturing industries in 46 States. Why 
in the world do we need to be spending 
over $6 million a year to talk about 
wood utilization? Again, let me repeat: 
The United States is the leader in pulp 
and paper business, producing 34 per-
cent of the world’s pulp, 29 percent of 
the world’s output in paper and paper 
board, employs more than 1.3 million 
in all regions of the country, among 
the top 10 manufacturing industries in 
46 States. Yet, we need a program that 
one of its goals is funding also goes to-
wards educating graduate students to 
be knowledgeable in wood as a renew-
able resource? 

Now, we have been doing this pro-
gram since 1985. I think wood has been 
around a lot longer than that. I think 
people know what a valuable resource 
it is. I do not think we need to be 
spending $6 million more in taxpayer 
money again this year to educate grad-
uate students in wood as a renewable 
research. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON). 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Let me first say, the gentleman from 
Arizona has every right to do exactly 
what he is doing. I believe he is sincere 
in his efforts, and he is right, we are 
not potted plants. We are elected rep-
resentatives. The funny thing about de-
mocracy is a majority has a tendency 
to rule, and if the gentleman offers 
something and a majority vote against 
him, then they have obviously sup-
ported what he does not. That is the 
way the process works. 

I do not ask for congressionally di-
rected spending that I cannot justify. 
In fact, not all of the congressionally 
directed spending that I have requested 
is for projects in my district. Some of 
them are in other districts for things 
that I think are important. One of 
them is the wood utilization program. 
In fact, I post all of the congressionally 
directed spending that I have had part 
in obtaining on my Web site. I want my 
constituents to be able to see it, and I 
tell them if they think there is any-
thing in there that is wasteful, that we 
should not be spending on, to call me 
and talk to me and let me know. 

In fact, I entered in the RECORD ear-
lier today on this bill all of the 
projects that I had had any part in di-
recting the congressional spending on 
so the people could see them, and I 
have put in the justification for them 
that I felt. 

The gentleman said that the Labor- 
HHS bill last year was the only one we 
got right, and I would only ask, you 
know, by putting no congressionally 
directed spending in there, who knows 
their districts better, who knows the 
needs of their constituents better, bu-
reaucrats in Washington, D.C., or the 
people they elect to Congress? To sug-
gest the only reason we put them in 
there is to gain the votes of a majority 
of this place to pass a bill, is wrong. To 
suggest that every congressionally di-
rected spending earmark, as you would 
say, is wasteful, is wrong. 

Now, with the wood utilization pro-
gram, I want to show you a list, and I 
will not enter it into the journal be-
cause it would take up too much paper, 
these are the saw mills that have 
closed since 1998. You can go through 
here: Alabama; geez, California’s had 
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so many, It is something like 98; Geor-
gia, 18; Idaho, 17; Arizona, 17; Lou-
isiana, 24; Oregon 218. These are the 
saw mills that have closed since 1998 
because we have stopped using and cut-
ting timber. 

Because of the Healthy Forest Initia-
tive and because of fire suppression in 
the past, we have got a lot of stands 
that are small diameter timber. The 
days of cutting the old-growth, large 
trees are pretty much gone. We have to 
learn how to use small diameter tim-
ber, and that is what a lot of how this 
program is for, is how do we effectively 
use small diameter timber? 

The research that is being done in 
these programs at I guess 11 different 
State universities that receive this 
funding are to help the industry de-
velop products that are used today 
with the small diameter timber, and 
there are wood byproducts that occur. 

To me, that is an appropriate use of 
congressional spending, and so I sup-
port it and I justify it, and we will see 
if the majority agrees with you or me. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I will repeat again, I 
think that congressional earmarking 
has gotten way out of hand, but having 
said that, I want to challenge the idea 
that somehow every project that is 
funded by an agency downtown is pure, 
and every project selected for funding 
by a Member of Congress is impure. 

I want to give you one example. A 
few years ago, when Mitch Daniels was 
still head of OMB, he put out his so- 
called pork list, and leading the list in 
an attempt to embarrass me was an at-
tack on a wind sled which I had gotten 
for Ashland and Bayfield in my district 
on the shores of Lake Superior. 

b 2000 

That water is cold; 40 degrees in the 
summertime. And the OMB decided 
that they were going to try to trumpet 
this project and being an illegitimate 
use of taxpayer funds, so they de-
scribed what was wrong with it in their 
OMB booklet. 

There was only one problem. They 
had the wrong wind sled, they had the 
wrong model, and they described it as 
being a pleasure craft. In fact, here is 
why I got the money for the wind sled 
in that budget: because the local sher-
iff called me and told me that he had 
seen a young boy drown in Lake Supe-
rior who went through the ice, and the 
old device which they had to try to res-
cue the boy simply did not work. So 
this boy’s parents stood on the shore 
watching their son drown just 30 or 40 
feet away and they could not reach him 
and neither could anybody else. 

So the sheriff asked me if I could 
please get enough funds to help them 
provide a decent rescue vehicle for that 
area, and I got the wind sled, and I am 
proud I did. And I think that I knew a 
whole lot more about the facts than 
the head of OMB sitting on high in his 
office who was simply trying to skewer 
a Congressman from the other party, 

not having the foggiest idea of why we 
got it or what it was for. 

Now, I certainly don’t defend every 
earmark. I have attacked a number of 
them in my years in this Congress. But 
if you are going to go after an ear-
mark, it would be useful if you knew 
enough about it to judge whether or 
not it is a decent use of taxpayers’ 
money or not. And I can tell you that 
most of the attacks I have heard on 
this floor over the past 15 or 20 years 
have not measured up in terms of 
knowing what they were talking about. 

So I just wanted to tell that little 
story to illustrate that I agree with the 
gentleman from Idaho that all of the 
wisdom in government is not deposited 
in the agencies. And I would point out 
that in many instances what you have 
in an agency is some political ap-
pointee sitting down there deciding on 
project after project after project who 
is going to get the money, and it is not 
on the merits; it is on the basis of who 
has a connection and who has an angle. 
The only difference is, their process is 
a whole lot more invisible than the 
process is up on the Hill. 

We ought to have improvements in 
the process. And if we are in the major-
ity and if I am chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, I guarantee you 
there is going to be a lot more dis-
cipline than there is today. But having 
said that, I do not think it is fair to 
simply pick out these projects and then 
move to a generalization that somehow 
the executive branch is always more 
qualified to decide what ought to hap-
pen in each congressional district. 

If we aren’t qualified to know at 
least as much about that as the anony-
mous bureaucrats downtown, then we 
indeed don’t belong here. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute of my time to the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s courtesy, since 
we are on opposite sides in this debate 
this evening. But I wanted to follow on 
something Mr. OBEY said, because I 
used to work for a former President in 
the United States and I understand 
quite a bit about the way OMB oper-
ates. 

One of the most shocking things I 
learned as a White House staff member 
was that you might have somebody in 
front of you who was the OMB exam-
iner on agriculture this year, and then 
next year they switch that person to 
defense or switch them out to another 
agency, and you find out they do not 
know the details about anything. 

I was shocked that the defense exam-
iners at OMB have nowhere near the 
experience that the Members of this in-
stitution do, and this is really where 
historical memory and where experi-
ence in detail rests. 

So I would agree with the gentleman 
from Wisconsin, we need a lot more 
sunlight over there on the executive 
side. We have total sunlight over here. 
And I have a totally different impres-
sion of the OMB as a former White 

House staff member than I ever did be-
fore, when I used to hold them in very 
high esteem until I realized they did 
not know the details of many pro-
grams. They just shifted them around, 
and they did not have the kinds of 
commitment and depth of knowledge 
that Members of Congress do. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maine (Mr. ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I believe the gentleman from Arizona 
is really looking for savings in all the 
wrong places. To take just one exam-
ple, the Medicare Advisory Commission 
has pointed out there is $50 billion, 
with a B, $50 billion in overpayments 
to Medicare Advantage, HMOs, and 
PPOs that could easily be drawn back. 
So that $50 billion is one place to look. 

But these funds for scientific re-
search are critically important, and I 
wanted to describe at the University of 
Maine the wood utilization project that 
has been going on there for some sig-
nificant period of time. It has had a 
significant effect in the spinoffs of 
businesses, because the wood composite 
program, the research that has been 
done there, married to fiberglass tech-
nology and other forms of plastics that 
I don’t understand, has led to a variety 
of new projects. 

I really disagree with the gentleman 
from Arizona. The public sector and 
the private sector in this country are 
intertwined, for good or ill sometimes. 
But this is a case where we are gener-
ating economic development that is 
very important. I would go beyond that 
and say with this particular project at 
the University of Maine, you haven’t 
yet heard about all they are doing, but 
they are basically making products for 
the Coast Guard and for the Army that 
will materially strengthen the ability 
of our military at home and around the 
globe. 

They have developed a lightweight 
bridge that is easily transported be-
cause it is using these composite mate-
rials. And you haven’t heard the con-
cept yet of up-armored tents, but that 
is the next product line. It is going to 
make our tents in Iraq much safer than 
they ever have been from IEDs or in-
coming mortars. 

I think it is wrong to all too quickly 
decide that these research projects, 
like the one we are discussing today, 
don’t have economic spinoffs or, in this 
case, security spinoffs that are fun-
damentally important to this country. 

With that, I urge the defeat of the 
amendment. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
just say to the gentleman from Idaho 
that I appreciate working with him in 
this process to reform the earmark 
process. His insights as a member of 
the Appropriation Committee have 
been valuable, and he has agreed that 
it is a good thing to have Members’ 
names attached to these earmarks. 

When people wonder why we are 
seeking this process now and how we 
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are to provide oversight, I can tell you 
that with 450 earmarks in this bill, not 
one name was attached. That is why it 
has been a great process here today to 
see some of the authors, the sponsors 
of the earmarks come to the floor; oth-
erwise, we wouldn’t have known, unless 
you can find it in a press release some-
where, that they sponsored this legisla-
tion. 

We are looking for sunlight here. We 
would like to provide oversight, but it 
is difficult when we don’t even know. 
We got the report last week. How are 
we supposed to scrub this? 

Let me also say that the executive 
branch doesn’t always spend it wisely. 
All you have to do is drive through the 
fields of Arkansas and see those trail-
ers and realize they bungle it often. 
What I am saying is that we diminish 
our credibility as those conducting 
oversight when we insert stipulations 
like this, when we say you have got to 
spend money on the Punxsutawney 
Weather Museum in Pennsylvania, or 
we have to spend $6 million on wood 
utilization that we have been doing for 
almost 20 years and we never seem to 
get out of. 

We diminish our role as the conduc-
tors of oversight when we so trivialize 
this process and ignore the authoriza-
tion and the oversight function. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. All time having ex-

pired, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the Clerk will read the amendment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLAKE: 
At the end of the bill, before the short 

title, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to fund the National 
Grape and Wine Initiative. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Again, this is another example of the 
Federal Government funding a program 
that can and is funded by the private 
sector. I should note here the vision of 
the initiative says: ‘‘By 2020, the Amer-
ican grape and wine industry will triple 
its economic impact and become the 
undisputed world leader in consumer 
value and sustainability. The target is 
an economic impact of $150 billion 
within 16 years. This is based on a con-
servative estimate of current annual 
impact of approximately $50 billion a 
year.’’ 

I would submit that if an industry 
out there has a $50 billion-a-year im-

pact on the economy, $50 billion, then 
the Congress need not spend $250,000 for 
strategic research and a plan to en-
hance the grape industry’s competi-
tiveness and contribution to the U.S. 
economy. 

I can tell you what the contribution 
is to the U.S. economy. We have been 
told. It is about $50 billion a year. Yet 
here we are spending $250,000 for stra-
tegic research to enhance the grape in-
dustry’s competitiveness and contribu-
tion. 

Again, if we are going to get control 
on spending, we have to start some-
where. I would submit this is a great 
place to start. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition, and I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding, and I rise in opposition to 
this amendment and in support of this 
initiative. 

The grape industry is very, very im-
portant to the country, as the gen-
tleman noted; but this program is also 
very important to the grape industry 
and to the consumers across this coun-
try. Grapes are the sixth largest crop 
in the United States and the largest 
specialty crop in the United States. 

In the past, wine, wine grapes, rai-
sins, table grapes, and the grape juice 
industry have all competed for Federal 
funds. This is funding that does work 
in regard to pest control and in re-
search for health issues that are impor-
tant to the American people. Because 
of this competition factor in the past, 
oftentimes those funds were spent in 
ways that were duplicative and were 
uncoordinated. That is not healthy for 
the taxpayers, for the industry, or for 
the American people. 

With this initiative, all of those 
aforementioned industries have come 
together to ensure that the funding 
would be coordinated and it would be 
focused. It would be focused to work to 
benefit not only all of these industries 
but all of the American people. Again, 
this is in research for health care, for 
health issues, and for pest control. 

An example: at UC Davis, some of the 
work they have been doing under this 
program has led to some incredibly 
good developments in combating diabe-
tes. If this amendment were accepted, 
that program would go away and all of 
this work would be lost. We shouldn’t 
reduce the funding in this program, 
and we should all vote against the gen-
tleman’s amendment. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
simply make the point again: a $50 bil-
lion industry I think probably has the 
means at its disposal to fund this kind 
of research that we are talking about 
and could perhaps fill the void. 

A $50 billion industry could fill the 
void of $250,000 that is given back to 
the taxpayers or spent in another area. 
If you can find a definition of corporate 

welfare in the dictionary, this would 
probably be it. A $50 billion industry, 
and yet we are giving them $250,000 to 
have research carried out to enhance 
the industry’s competitiveness and 
contribution to the U.S. economy. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to say this, and I appreciate what 
the gentleman from Arizona is doing, 
because I think that we all need to be 
accountable for anything that is in the 
bill or anything we vote on. One of my 
gripes with the other body is that they 
keep things in committee, and it is an 
incumbent protection system. 

b 2015 

So I think having the opportunity to 
come down here and debate and fight 
for what we believe is important. 

I want to point out, last year, our 
budget passed in the final version out 
of conference committee 212–214. That 
is a two-vote margin. So if you put 
more spending in the budget, it prob-
ably would not have passed. If you put 
less spending in the budget, it probably 
would not have passed also. It truly 
was a balance between those who want-
ed to spend more and those who wanted 
to spend less. And there are a lot who 
want to spend less. 

However, politics is the reality of the 
possible or the passable. What you have 
sometimes is budgets that are hard to 
justify. I remember Mr. OBEY telling a 
good story about something called the 
soldier fly. Down in the area I rep-
resent, there is a lot of agriculture. 
There are a lot of chicken growers, and 
chicken growers have chickens in hen 
houses. But, unfortunately, or fortu-
nately, in a lot of rural areas, it has 
turned urban. And what do chickens 
have? Chickens have flies. They have 
blue flies. People build houses, and 
then the first thing they do is complain 
about the flies coming from the chick-
en houses. And the farmers were there 
first, but it does not matter. 

Well, enter the soldier fly. The sol-
dier fly comes in, Mr. Chairman, like a 
big hero and eats the blue flies; solves 
the problems for the farmer, solves the 
problem for the homeowners in rural 
areas. And this is a big economic issue, 
getting rid of the flies in chicken 
houses. 

Well, we want to know, what can you 
do to foster more soldier flies? And so 
you study soldier flies. It is a nontoxic 
way to take care of pollution, but of 
course, it is great fodder for Reader’s 
Digest to say they are studying the 
mating habits of soldier flies, which is 
not necessarily true. 

But having the opportunity to come 
out here, and it was not an earmark, 
but to come out here and have an op-
portunity to debate things is good. I 
think it is a healthy exercise. But I 
want to say this as a committee mem-
ber: When things are in the budget, and 
this budget, as you know, is down 8 
percent from last year and that Mem-
ber priorities are down $35 million, you 
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are under budget. And what somebody 
in California agriculture or somebody 
from Ohio agriculture supports may be 
different from what people in, say, 
Georgia support. But the overall goal is 
within the budget. 

This year we have only passed a 
budget on the House side by a mere I 
believe 7 or 6 votes. So we are all walk-
ing that balance. 

But I want to say I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote 
on this amendment, but I do like this 
process. I also want to say on behalf of 
the Appropriations Committee mem-
bers, we do favor earmark reform. But 
we also believe when you have things 
like the Bridge to Nowhere that don’t 
come from an appropriation bill, you 
have to open up the process to all of 
the other committees as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

I want to thank Members for their 
indulgence. I know it is not easy to sit 
through so many amendments in a row. 
I appreciated this process, for one actu-
ally to see and hear people defend their 
earmark on the floor. That is some-
thing which has been missing. As I 
mentioned, you see 415 projects in the 
report; no description really of them, 
and no Members’ name attached. You 
could not call them and ask, what is 
this about? So the only way you can do 
that is come to the floor and do what 
we just did. 

I would submit that we need to do a 
lot more of it, and we need to get back 
to authorization, appropriation and 
oversight. Let me say again, when we 
are spending money like this, then we 
seem to have money to throw around, 
and I would submit that the average 
taxpayer in California or Oregon or Ar-
izona or anywhere would look at this 
and say, why are we taking my hard- 
earned money and spending it to give 
$250,000 to the grape and wine industry 
that means about $50 billion to the 
U.S. economy? That is not a prudent 
use of taxpayer resources. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona will be postponed. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will now 
resume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed, in 
the following order: 

Amendment by Mr. GARRETT of New 
Jersey. 

Amendment by Mr. FLAKE of Arizona 
regarding dairy education. 

Amendment by Mr. FLAKE of Arizona 
regarding hydroponic tomato produc-
tion. 

Amendment by Mr. FLAKE of Arizona 
regarding grape and wine initiative. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, the Chair will reduce to 2 min-
utes the time for any electronic vote 
after the first vote in this series. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARRETT OF NEW 

JERSEY 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 266, noes 153, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 189] 

AYES—266 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Berkley 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (CA) 

Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
Dent 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hyde 

Inglis (SC) 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 

Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 

Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 

Spratt 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Turner 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—153 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 

Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Olver 

Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pelosi 
Porter 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Thompson (MS) 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—13 

Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Davis (FL) 
DeLay 

Evans 
Hunter 
Issa 
Jefferson 
Kennedy (RI) 

Larson (CT) 
Payne 
Snyder 
Taylor (NC) 

b 2046 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Messrs. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, MEEK of 
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Florida, FATTAH and GUTIERREZ 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mrs. DAVIS of California and Ms. 
HOOLEY and Messrs. LAHOOD, COO-
PER, KIND, GERLACH, POMEROY and 
LYNCH changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ 
to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 

Chairman, on rollcall No. 189 my card did not 
register for the second time. I voted ‘‘aye’’ but 
it did not register. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) re-
garding dairy education on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 92, noes 325, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 190] 

AYES—92 

Akin 
Andrews 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buyer 
Campbell (CA) 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cooper 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Doggett 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Feeney 

Ferguson 
Flake 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Gingrey 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Holt 
Inglis (SC) 
Jindal 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kline 
Lewis (KY) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Mack 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McHenry 
Meehan 

Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Myrick 
Norwood 
Otter 
Owens 
Pallone 
Paul 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Ramstad 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Smith (WA) 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Tiberi 
Udall (CO) 
Van Hollen 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 

NOES—325 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 

Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 

Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Cannon 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 

Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 

Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Oxley 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 

Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—15 

Ackerman 
Brown, Corrine 

Cantor 
Davis (FL) 

Evans 
Higgins 

Hunter 
Issa 
Jefferson 

Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 
McMorris 

Payne 
Snyder 
Taylor (NC) 

b 2050 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) re-
garding hydroponic tomato production 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 90, noes 328, 
not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 191] 

AYES—90 

Akin 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Campbell (CA) 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cooper 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Doggett 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Eshoo 
Everett 

Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gohmert 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Inglis (SC) 
Jindal 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
Kline 
Lewis (KY) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Maloney 
Matheson 

McHenry 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Myrick 
Norwood 
Otter 
Paul 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Ramstad 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Smith (WA) 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Tiberi 
Velázquez 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 

NOES—328 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 

Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
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Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 

Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 

Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—14 

Ackerman 
Brown, Corrine 
Davis (FL) 
Evans 
Gingrey 

Hunter 
Issa 
Jefferson 
Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 

McMorris 
Payne 
Snyder 
Taylor (NC) 

b 2054 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) re-
garding grape and wine initiative on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 87, noes 328, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

[Roll No. 192] 

AYES—87 

Akin 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buyer 
Campbell (CA) 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cooper 
Cubin 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 

Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Gingrey 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Inglis (SC) 
Istook 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
Kline 
Lewis (KY) 
Mack 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Miller (FL) 

Myrick 
Norwood 
Obey 
Otter 
Paul 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Ramstad 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Smith (WA) 
Sodrel 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Tiberi 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 

NOES—328 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 

Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 

Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 

Edwards 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 

Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 

Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—17 

Brown, Corrine 
Davis (FL) 
Evans 
Fattah 
Hunter 
Issa 

Jefferson 
Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 
Neal (MA) 
Payne 
Pickering 

Rush 
Snyder 
Taylor (NC) 
Van Hollen 
Waters 

b 2058 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
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Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall 

No. 192, I was unavoidably detained. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the last three lines. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Agriculture, 

Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2007’’. 

b 2100 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill, as amend-
ed, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
RYAN of Wisconsin, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 5384) making appro-
priations for Agriculture, Rural Devel-
opment, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2007, and 
for other purposes, had directed him to 
report the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill, as amend-
ed, do pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 830, the pre-
vious question is ordered. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment by the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. ENGEL) be considered to have been 
adopted in the Committee of the Whole 
with the modifications I have placed at 
the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC.—. None of the funds made available in 

this Act may be used in contravention of sec-
tion 303 of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (42 
U.S.C. 13212). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-

arate vote demanded on any amend-
ment? If not, the Chair will put them 
en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 378, nays 46, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 193] 

YEAS—378 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doolittle 

Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 

Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 

Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 

Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 

Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—46 

Baldwin 
Bass 
Bean 
Biggert 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bradley (NH) 
Capuano 
Conyers 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 

Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Gibbons 
Green (WI) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Kanjorski 
Kind 
Lee 
Markey 
Matheson 
Meehan 
Miller, George 
Moran (VA) 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Owens 
Paul 
Petri 
Price (GA) 
Rohrabacher 
Ryan (WI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Stark 
Stearns 
Tancredo 

NOT VOTING—8 

Brown, Corrine 
Davis (FL) 
Evans 

Jefferson 
Kennedy (RI) 
Larson (CT) 

Payne 
Snyder 

b 2117 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to submit this statement for the 
RECORD and regret that I could not be present 
today, Tuesday, May 23, 2006 to vote on roll-
call vote Nos. 179, 180, 181, 182, 183, 184, 
185, 186, 187, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, and 
193 due to a family medical emergency. 

Had I been present, I would have voted: 
‘‘No’’ on rollcall vote No. 179 on calling the 

previous question on H. Res. 830—the rule 
providing for consideration of H.R. 5384—De-
partment of the Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act for fiscal 
year 2007; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote No. 180 on 
passage of H. Res. 830—the rule providing for 
consideration of H.R. 5384—Department of 
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2007; ‘‘yea’’ 
on rollcall vote No. 181 on suspending the 
rules and agreeing to H.R. 4681—the Pales-
tinian Anti-Terrorism of 2006; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall 
vote No. 182 on an amendment to H.R. 5384 
to increase funding for Animal and Plant 
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Health Inspection Service by $23 million to 
fight invasive species; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 
No. 183 on an amendment to H.R. 5384 to in-
crease funding for Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service by $500,000 to fight Bovine 
Tuberculosis; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote No. 184 on 
an amendment to H.R. 5384 to prohibit funds 
from being used to implement the National 
Animal Identification System; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall 
vote No. 185 on an amendment to H.R. 5384 
to prohibit funds from being used to implement 
the Market Access Program, an agricultural 
export program; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote No. 186 
on an amendment to H.R. 5384 to reduce 
funding in the bill by 1 percent; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall 
vote No. 187 on an amendment to H.R. 5384 
to reduce funding for the Sugar Loan Program 
by 6 percent; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote No. 188 on 
an amendment to H.R. 5384 to reduce funding 
for the Agriculture Research Services building 
and facilities account by $65.3 million and the 
Cooperative State Research, Education, and 
Extension Services by $16.7 million; ‘‘no’’ on 
rollcall vote No. 189 on an amendment to H.R. 
5384 to prohibit the use of funds for expendi-
tures in contravention of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote No. 190 
on an amendment to H.R. 5384 to strike 
$229,000 in funding for dairy education in 
Iowa; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote No. 191 on an 
amendment to H.R. 5384 to strike $180,000 in 
funding for hydroponic tomato production in 
Ohio; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote No. 192 on an 
amendment to H.R. 5384 to strike $100,000 in 
funding for the National Grape and Wine Initia-
tive in California; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote No. 
193 on final passage of H.R. 5384—Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2007. 

f 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 5384, AGRI-
CULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2007 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the bill, H.R. 5384, the Clerk be 
authorized to make technical correc-
tions and conforming changes to the 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate disagrees to the 
amendments of the House of Represent-
atives to the bill (S. 2349) ‘‘An Act to 
provide greater transparency in the 
legislative process,’’ requests a con-
ference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. LOTT, Mr. STE-
VENS, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. DODD, and 
Mr. INOUYE, to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5427, ENERGY AND 
WATER DEVELOPMENT APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2007 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from 

the Committee on Rules, submitted a 
privileged report (Rept. No. 109–479) on 
the resolution (H. Res. 832) providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 5427) 
making appropriations for energy and 
water development for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2007, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 832 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 832 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5427) making 
appropriations for energy and water develop-
ment for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2007, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Appropriations. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. 
Points of order against provisions in the bill 
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule 
XXI are waived except for section 102. During 
consideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
may accord priority in recognition on the 
basis of whether the Member offering an 
amendment has caused it to be printed in the 
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule 
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. When the committee rises 
and reports the bill back to the House with 
a recommendation that the bill do pass, the 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is, Will the House now con-
sider the resolution? 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the House agreed to consider the reso-
lution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. MATSUI), pending which I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, House Resolution 832 is an 
open rule providing 1 hour of general 
debate equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against consideration of H.R. 5427, The 
Energy and Water Development Appro-
priations Act of 2007. Under the rules of 
the House, the bill shall be read for 
amendment by paragraph. 

House Resolution 832 waives points of 
order against provisions of the bill for 
failure to comply with clause 2 of rule 
XXI, prohibiting unauthorized appro-
priations or legislative provisions in an 
appropriations bill except as specified 
in the resolution. The rule authorizes 
the Chair to accord priority in recogni-
tion to Members who have preprinted 
their amendments in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD and provides one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions. 

The House Rules Committee reported 
by voice vote an open rule for consider-
ation of H.R. 5427, The Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations Act 
of 2007. The underlying bill provides 
over $30 billion to the Corps of Engi-
neers, the Department of Energy, the 
Department of the Interior’s Bureau of 
Reclamation and several independent 
agencies. 

The underlying bill provides nearly 
$5 billion to support vigorous civil 
works programs that focus limited re-
sources on completing high-priority 
projects. The Department of Energy 
constitutes the bulk of the bill with 
funding of over $24.3 billion. Included 
in the Department of Energy’s budget 
is over $4 billion for the American 
Competitiveness Initiative to strength-
en basic research by increasing funding 
for the Department of Energy’s Office 
of Science. 

The bill also supports the Advanced 
Energy Initiative by increasing money 
for a variety of clean energy tech-
nologies including biomass, hydrogen, 
solar, wind, and clean coal. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill also includes 
funding important many projects in 
my central Washington district. After 
getting the Bureau of Reclamation en-
gaged in funding solutions for the de-
pletion of the Odessa Subaquifer 2 
years ago, I am pleased that this bill 
continues the effort to ensure the Fed-
eral Government keeps its commit-
ment to the Columbia Basin farmers at 
risk of losing their water supply. 

For the fifth straight year, I am 
pleased that the funds are provided to 
keep the study of additional water 
storage in the Yakima River Basin 
moving forward towards completion. 
2007 is a critical year for this study and 
this gives the Bureau the funds needed 
to keep it on schedule to get the study 
done by 2008. 

Having authored the law that created 
the study, I am dedicated to ensuring 
it stays on course. No storage has been 
built in this Yakima River Basin since 
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the mid-1930s. And after several serious 
droughts in the last 5 years, it is vital 
that this study provide answers on 
more storage. 

Over $24 million is provided for 2007 
to ensure 1,000 Federal lab scientists 
and workers continue their important 
work at the Pacific Northwest Na-
tional Lab. The funds are needed to 
transition the lab personnel into new 
lab buildings. Some lab buildings dat-
ing back to the mid-1940s are slated for 
demolition and cleanup due to radio-
active contamination of the structures, 
soil and ground water. With coordina-
tion and planning, this transition can 
possibly be accomplished in a manner 
that could save the taxpayers over $100 
million. 

Within the Department of Energy, 
the Office of Environmental Manage-
ment is responsible for the cleanup at 
the Nation’s nuclear sites. The largest 
and most contaminated of these sites is 
Hanford in my district. This bill pro-
vides needed Hanford cleanup funds for 
the River Corridor Closure project, the 
K Basins and other projects managed 
by the Richland Operations Office. An 
increase of $20 million is provided for 
ground water contamination cleanup 
and technology development. 

At Hanford’s Office of River Protec-
tion, $20 million is restored to the tank 
farm budget for the bulk vit dem-
onstration project. This funding is nec-
essary for DOE to confirm alternative 
treatments for millions of gallons of 
hazardous and radioactive tank waste. 

Mr. Speaker, the largest component 
of Hanford’s budget is the waste treat-
ment plant. This project is critical to 
the Federal Government’s obligation to 
uphold its legal cleanup commitments 
to the State of Washington. For well 
over a year this project has been under-
going extensive review by the Depart-
ment of Energy, the Army Corps of En-
gineers, and GAO. 

In addition, an independent group of 
the Nation’s best and brightest nuclear 
and construction experts have been 
looking into the project’s technical 
issues and estimates of the projects 
costs and schedule. These reviews are 
providing both recommendations and 
validations that will assist the Depart-
ment of Energy in setting a path for-
ward for this project. 

It is my hope, Mr. Speaker, and ex-
pectation that DOE will provide a de-
tailed plan for the waste treatment 
plant before Congress writes a final 
conference report on the energy and 
water appropriations act for this year. 
A final path forward from DOE is crit-
ical for making decisions on this 
project for next year and for the fu-
ture. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot stress enough 
the importance of Congress getting 
this information from DOE in a timely 
manner. 

I also want to thank the sub-
committee chairman and the ranking 
member for the time and attention 
they have dedicated to the waste treat-
ment facility, specifically into pre-

paring a bill that enjoyed strong bipar-
tisan support in the subcommittee and 
full Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 832 is 
an open rule that gives all Members a 
chance to express their views on how 
our Nation should be prioritizing its 
spending. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the rule and the underlying bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Washington for 
yielding me this time. I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

(Ms. MATSUI asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, today we 
consider the rule governing debate for 
the energy and water appropriations 
bill. The issues of energy and water are 
always important, but this year these 
issues are front and center of our na-
tional dialogue. 

Over the past 9 months, the Amer-
ican people have seen the direct impact 
of water infrastructure on their day-to- 
day lives, from Hurricane Katrina’s 
devastation of New Orleans and the 
gulf coast to the worst flooding the 
New England States have experienced 
in 70 years, and just this week NOAA 
announced the upcoming hurricane 
season will bring an increase in strong 
storms reaching land, category 3 and 
above. 

In our communities, in our States, 
and every region of our country we are 
seeing the importance of flood protec-
tion. But we are also witnessing the 
growing strain on our already fragile 
water infrastructure. Yet even with 
this added pressure, our Nation’s civil 
works programs do not see a cor-
responding increase in funding. These 
projects provide critical protections 
and we need to make investing in them 
a priority. 

On repeated occasions you have 
heard me discuss the critical need to 
improve flood protection in my home-
town of Sacramento. 

b 2130 
In terms of lives and property, I rec-

ognize what is at stake. Sacramento 
has the dubious distinction of being the 
most at-risk river city in the Nation. I 
certainly understand the heightened 
concern that arrives with each rainfall. 
This year, our region has experienced 
an especially wet winter and wet 
spring. Each year we delay making 
these necessary investments is one 
more year of wondering what Mother 
Nature will bring. 

Members of the committee at-
tempted to make the most with its 
limited resources. They did improve on 
the President’s budget. However, as 
Appropriations Committee Ranking 
Member OBEY and Energy and Water 
Subcommittee Ranking Member Vis-
closky rightly pointed out, we still 
need an additional $250 million to pro-
tect vulnerable areas from flooding. 

With these funds, the Army Corps of 
Engineers could speed up construction 

on a number of flood protection 
projects across the country. Addition-
ally, they would be able to provide 
some support to the operation and 
maintenance of completed projects, as 
well as restore the Corps’ research and 
development program. 

As a Nation, we are at a crossroads. 
We can continue in a defensive posi-
tion, responding to Mother Nature’s 
whims as in New Orleans and recent 
storms in the northeast, or we can take 
the offensive, working to strengthen 
and reinforce our Nation’s water infra-
structure. 

In my view, we must seek out oppor-
tunities like this to be proactive and 
not reactive, as Congress is beginning 
to do in science and investing in renew-
able energy sources. 

I was pleased that the committee in-
creased funding from last year’s level 
for the Department of Energy’s Office 
of Science. This will fund basic energy 
research, nuclear physics, as well as bi-
ological and environmental sciences. A 
15 percent increase is a good start, but 
if we truly want to reverse the trend of 
the past few years, we need to make a 
greater investment in science and re-
search and development. 

I was home in Sacramento this past 
weekend and everyone was talking 
about rising gas and energy prices. The 
net effect for working families is per-
haps a shorter vacation and perhaps 
not eating out at a restaurant. Esca-
lating energy prices threaten not only 
the quality of life and pocketbook of 
every American but the very stability 
of our national economy. 

We must do more as a Nation to de-
velop energy alternatives. I believe 
that America must modernize its en-
ergy policy to decrease this Nation’s 
dependence on foreign sources of oil 
and preserve the environment. To ac-
complish this, Congress must develop a 
strategic and forward-looking energy 
plan that places a high priority on new 
research into renewable fuels and 
greater energy efficiency. 

Unfortunately, the programs this bill 
cut are the exact programs necessary 
to develop a national renewable energy 
portfolio for the 21st century. There 
are drastic reductions in funding for 
wind, solar and geothermal programs, 
some of the programs that must be 
grown if we are ever going to curb our 
reliance on oil. I am concerned that we 
are missing an opportunity to expand 
our energy alternatives. 

As much as this Energy and Water 
Appropriations bill is about funding 
current needs, it is also about invest-
ing in the future. While I think the 
committee tried to the best of their 
abilities to do this, in the end, the 
tight funding constraints limited their 
ability to strike the necessary balance. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Utah (Mr. 
BISHOP), my colleague on the Rules 
Committee. 
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 

rise this evening in support of the rule 
for the Energy and Water Appropria-
tions Act. 

I wish to commend Chairman HOBSON 
and the subcommittee for crafting in a 
very bipartisan way an excellent bill. 
This bill does contain funding for water 
and resource-related projects in my 
district and my State, and I think that 
it is very wise of them, but it also deals 
with one specific issue I wish to ad-
dress this evening. 

Chairman HOBSON has recognized in 
this bill the importance of having a 
very strong nuclear power program in 
the United States. As Americans con-
tinue to face the increasing costs of en-
ergy, nuclear power is an important 
part of our overall energy policy. 
Chairman HOBSON has craftily con-
nected the concept of interim storage 
with reprocessing of fuel rods, recog-
nizing that spent fuel rods really are 
not spent at all. The overwhelming ma-
jority of the rod is still fuel that is 
available, and through reprocessing of 
the spent fuel rods, we can not only 
create greater energy, but we will sig-
nificantly reduce the problem of a 
waste stream. 

During last year’s debate, I engaged 
Chairman HOBSON on the floor in a col-
loquy on this issue. He said at that 
time: ‘‘I do not see any reason for the 
Secretary to consider making a private 
site, or a site on tribal land, into a 
DOE site for interim storage. My in-
tent is for the Secretary to evaluate 
storage options at existing DOE sites.’’ 

I appreciate very much that his sub-
committee has taken these words to 
heart and has crafted in this bill a 
process which ensures that the interim 
storage of nuclear waste will be done in 
conjunction with willing partners. 

Specifically in this bill, there are 
some additional criteria for interim 
storage in the report language. It talks 
about the department, and it says they 
will ‘‘explore consolidation of spent 
fuel within States with high volumes of 
spent fuel. The Department should con-
duct a voluntary, competitive process 
to select interim storage sites.’’ 

The key word here obviously is the 
word ‘‘voluntary.’’ Chairman HOBSON 
added this important phrase and clear-
ly understands that it is far wiser and 
better to voluntarily work with States 
than to try to impose mandates on 
States. That not only protects the 
rights and positions of States in our 
Federal State, but it is clearly a wiser 
policy of choice. 

This bill reinforces the statements 
and the commitments that the chair-
man has made on this issue, this year, 
last year and repeatedly in other 
venues, and I appreciate him doing 
that. State and local officials in my 
State, military in my State, environ-
mental groups and citizens in my State 
are encouraged with these particular 
words. 

Once again, I would like to express 
my appreciation to Chairman HOBSON 
and the entire subcommittee, both 

sides of the aisle, for protecting what I 
consider to be in an important way the 
citizens of my State and ensuring that 
State and local interests are para-
mount in this particular process. I 
think you have done a fine job, and I 
am proud to speak in favor of this par-
ticular bill and especially the rule 
which will put it before us. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. VISCLOSKY). 

(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentlewoman yielding and 
her kind remarks and also at the out-
set would congratulate the gentleman 
from Washington for his leadership and 
dogged determination to follow 
through on very complicated issues rel-
ative to Hanford, not only on behalf of 
the constituents he represents in his 
district or the State of Washington, 
but to make sure that we in a timely 
fashion have a solution to a national 
problem, and I do respect the gentle-
man’s leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, the Energy and Water 
bill that will be before us tomorrow is 
an excellent bill, and Mr. HOBSON and 
the members of the subcommittee have 
done an exceptional job on it. I will be 
strongly supporting the bill. However, I 
rise now because it simply does not do 
enough, given the restricted allocation 
that the subcommittee had to deal 
with. 

That is why I am asking my col-
leagues to defeat the previous question 
on the rule so that I may offer an 
amendment to the Energy and Water 
Development Appropriation bill. Last 
week, in the full Appropriations Com-
mittee, Mr. OBEY proposed an alter-
native set of 302(b) allocations that in-
clude $1 billion more for the Energy 
and Water bill. My amendment would 
propose that the same increase to this 
bill be given and show how the Demo-
cratic Members of the House would al-
locate the additional spending. 

Over 25 years ago, during the Carter 
administration, the country faced a 
major energy crisis. The Congress re-
sponded aggressively. Today, I believe 
our response is a faint shadow of what 
had been done previously. Today, our 
spending levels for research and devel-
opment and demonstration for fossil 
fuels, renewable energy sources and 
conservation are about one-quarter of 
what they were then. The amendment 
would provide an additional $750 mil-
lion across these areas. 

Some examples of this increased in-
vestment in energy innovation are: 

A doubling of funding for biofuels and 
biorefineries so that researchers can 
pursue the full range of biomass tech-
nologies and develop new ones; 

Provide the Clean Coal Program with 
enough funding so that they can issue 
the next major solicitation of innova-
tive proposals for making better use of 
this abundant domestic energy source; 

To restore funding for petroleum, 
natural gas and geothermal technology 

programs for which the administration 
and the bill provide virtually no funds; 

Increase support for developing the 
full range of conservation technologies; 

Weatherization for an additional 
30,000 homes in the year 2007, next year, 
providing immediate energy savings; 

The establishment of a DARPA-like 
program in DOE for advanced energy 
research projects to stimulate innova-
tion that can change the paradigms for 
how we obtain and use energy, much as 
DARPA investments in networking 
help create the Internet. 

Relative to our water infrastructure, 
Hurricane Katrina was a wake-up call, 
and while we are providing much fund-
ing for this stricken area, flood protec-
tion is needed in many other areas of 
our country. The amendment would 
also provide $250 million more to accel-
erate needed improvements to flood 
control measures around the country. 
It would also increase operation and 
maintenance funding for two regions 
and partially restore the cuts to the R 
and D program for the Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

Our country needs this $1 billion in-
crease to this year’s investments to en-
sure our future safety and prosperity. 
Given that there will be additional 
needs in the future, I would not borrow 
the money for these investments from 
our children and grandchildren. So 
they must be paid for now, and to do 
that, the amendment would provide 
that those making in excess of $1 mil-
lion in 2007 give up 2.42 percent of the 
tax cuts provided to them since 2000. I 
think the country will miss these in-
vestments in our common good more 
than the most prosperous among us 
will miss two-tenths of their ample in-
come. 

Mr. Speaker, I had hoped that my 
proposal would have been made in 
order under the rule. I ask my col-
leagues to defeat the previous question 
so that this amendment can be debated 
and voted upon by the full House. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I, first of all, want to 
thank the ranking member for his kind 
words, and I also want to thank him 
and the chairman of the subcommittee 
a little broader because they have 
taken a great deal of interest in the 
Hanford project. Both of them have 
been out there at least once in the past 
several years, and other Members of 
the subcommittee have visited that, 
and I want to bring that to the House’s 
attention because the one common de-
nominator I hear when people go out 
and visit the Hanford site is, I had no 
idea it was that huge and that com-
plex. I think that understanding helps 
us move forward. 

But I do want to reiterate and I do 
hope the Department of Energy does 
come forward with their path before we 
finally get the final conference report. 
I think that it is important. 

Having said that, on the Rules Com-
mittee, we did not make the gentle-
man’s amendment in order because it 
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calls for raising taxes, and that is a 
province of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, and obviously, they do want to 
keep that jurisdiction. We did not pro-
vide the waiver, and therefore, that 
amendment was not made in order. 

I also mention, too, the amendment 
was offered during the markup in the 
full Appropriations Committee, and it 
was defeated by the Appropriations 
Committee. 

So I appreciate the gentleman’s re-
marks, but I just wanted to make those 
observations. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve my time. 
Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I would 

just like to make some comments also 
that I appreciate Chairman HOBSON and 
Ranking Member VISCLOSKY for work-
ing with me on my project in Sac-
ramento. That is much appreciated. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, let me say 
that I think in general, within the 
spectacularly inadequate allocation 
provided the subcommittee, that Mr. 
HOBSON and Mr. VISCLOSKY have done a 
very credible job on this bill, and I es-
pecially appreciate the way Mr. HOB-
SON has approached this bill on a bipar-
tisan basis. 

Having said that, I would hope that 
Members would vote against the pre-
vious question on the rule. As Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY pointed out, for the 25 years 
since Jimmy Carter left office, this 
country has been in a listless drift as 
far as energy policy is concerned. En-
ergy conservation, energy research pro-
grams, have been funded at woefully 
low levels in comparison to where they 
were during the high point of Jimmy 
Carter’s presidency. 

The problem is that, after Carter left 
office, his successors, especially Mr. 
Reagan and Mr. Bush, systematically 
shrank those budgets in real terms, 
and so today, we are paying the price 
in terms of scarce energy and high en-
ergy prices. 

We have some choices to make. The 
Congress has already determined this 
year, the majority party has, that it is 
important this year to provide $40 bil-
lion in supersized tax cuts to people 
who make over $1 million a year. 

b 2145 

In contrast, Mr. VISCLOSKY would 
offer an amendment which would scale 
back the size of those tax cuts by 21⁄2 
percent and use that money instead to 
make greater investments totaling $1 
billion more than the bill contains for 
flood control projects and especially 
for energy conservation and energy de-
velopment programs. 

If we had done that over the past 25 
years, if we had simply kept up with 
what Jimmy Carter had asked us to do 
while he was President, we would be in 
a far more secure place as a Nation to-
night and we would have a far more 
stable pricing system for energy, and 
we would be much further along the 
way toward protecting Mother Earth 
from the ravages of global warming. 

So I would hope that the House would 
vote against the previous question so 
that we would have an opportunity to 
resurrect the Visclosky amendment. I 
do believe that it is important to ask 
the question: What is more valuable to 
the country’s future, stronger levees in 
our communities, stronger flood con-
trol projects, an energy policy that 
puts us ahead of the curve rather than 
at the mercy of OPEC, or an even easi-
er Easy Street for the most well-off 
people in this society? 

I think the choice is obvious. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I advise my friend from Cali-
fornia I have no more requests for 
time, so I will reserve my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ISRAEL). 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman, and I rise to oppose 
this rule, and I must express my very 
deep concern with the underlying bill. 

Despite the very best efforts of many 
of my colleagues, this bill remains a 
broken promise on the most critical 
issues that we confront, specifically re-
newable energy. The gentleman from 
Indiana is absolutely correct, we need 
to do much more than we are doing in 
this bill on renewable energy. 

Let me tell you why this is so crit-
ical, Mr. Speaker. This year, the De-
partment of Defense will spend $10 bil-
lion on its basic energy bill. Of that $10 
billion, $4.7 billion will buy one thing: 
fuel for the Air Force planes. That $4.7 
billion is about what we are going to 
spend for the National Cancer Insti-
tute. 

We need renewable energies, Mr. 
Speaker, not just for our environment, 
not just to bring gas prices down, but 
as a matter of national security. What 
could be more dysfunctional than hav-
ing to borrow money from China in 
order to buy oil from our Persian Gulf 
adversaries in order to fuel airplanes to 
protect us from China and our Persian 
Gulf adversaries? 

On renewable energies, this bill, as it 
is currently drafted, falls short. Last 
July, we passed an energy bill, and 
many of us printed press releases pat-
ting ourselves on the back for this 
sweeping new investment in renewable 
energy. Those press releases promised 
$3.3 billion would be spent on renew-
able energies this year alone, $3.3 bil-
lion authorized for research, develop-
ment, and deployment of renewable en-
ergy. But when it comes time to actu-
ally sign the check, the check doesn’t 
say $3.3 billion, it says $1.3 billion. 
That is $2 billion short. 

This is like No Child Left Behind all 
over again. You promise to pay high, 
you actually pay low. In this case, it is 
not Leave No Child Behind; pit is 
Leave No Barrel of Oil Behind. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand that the 
argument can be made, and I respect 
the argument, that many renewable 
technologies did receive increases over 
last year. Many specific accounts for 
renewable energy, research and devel-

opment did receive increases over last 
year’s levels. But only in Washington 
can a $2 billion shortfall be called an 
increase. 

Try that logic with your utility com-
pany. When the bill comes, try saying 
I know I was going to pay $100, $150, 
but what I really meant to say was, I 
am giving you $15. No utility company 
would let you get away with it, and the 
Congress shouldn’t allow that to be 
gotten away with. 

The bottom line, Mr. Speaker, is the 
bottom line. And if we are truly serious 
about ending our dependence on foreign 
oil and strengthening our military, we 
would not be shortchanging this bill. I 
hope that the gentleman’s efforts pre-
vail. I hope that this Congress will 
have an opportunity to put our money 
where our mouths are when it comes to 
renewable energy, not just as an envi-
ronmental issue, not just to get gas 
prices down, but to make sure our mili-
tary has the capabilities to defeat our 
enemies around the world. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I am pre-
pared to close. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be calling for a 
‘‘no’’ vote on the previous question. If 
the previous question is defeated, I will 
amend the rule so that we can consider 
the Visclosky amendment that was re-
jected in the Rules Committee tonight 
on a straight party-line vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment and extraneous material imme-
diately prior to the vote. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, the Vis-

closky amendment would provide $250 
million for a number of ongoing flood 
projects that are not funded in the bill. 
It also adds $750 million for research 
into alternative sources of energy, such 
as coal, ethanol, and biodiesel, that 
would reduce or eliminate our depend-
ence on foreign oil. The spending in-
crease in the Visclosky amendment is 
offset by reducing by 2.4 percent the 
tax cut received by people earning 
more than $1 million a year. 

Mr. Speaker, this amendment deals 
with two urgent national priorities. It 
puts our money where our mouth is 
when we say our country needs to di-
versify our energy supply, increase en-
ergy efficiency, and reduce our addic-
tion to foreign oil. With the hurricane 
season approaching, it puts more re-
sources into the major flood control 
projects that would protect our prop-
erty and our lives. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important for 
Members to know that a ‘‘no’’ vote will 
not prevent us from considering the en-
ergy and water appropriation bill under 
an open rule. But a ‘‘no’’ vote will 
allow Members to vote on the Vis-
closky amendment. 

Vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I would urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on the previous question 
and ‘‘yes’’ on the resolution. 

This is a fair rule. It is an open rule 
and allows Members to come down to 
the floor and prioritize and reprioritize 
the spending under the jurisdiction of 
the Energy and Water Subcommittee. 

The material previously referred to 
by Ms. MATSUI is as follows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES.ll, RULE 

FOR H.R. 5427 THE ENERGY & WATER APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR FY 2007 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution, the amendment print-
ed in section 3 shall be in order without 
intervention of any point of order and before 
any other amendment if offered by Rep-
resentative Visclosky of Indiana or a des-
ignee. The amendment is not subject to 
amendment except for pro forma amend-
ments or to a demand for a division of the 
question in the committee of the whole or in 
the House. 

SEC. 3. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 2 is as follows: 

AMENDMENT TO ENERGY AND WATER APPRO-
PRIATIONS BILL, 2007 OFFERED BY MR. VIS-
CLOSKY OF INDIANA 

Page 2, line 20, strike ‘‘$128,000,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$132,000,000’’. 

Page 3, line 12, strike ‘‘$1,947,171,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$2,175,171,000’’. 

Page 6, line 10, strike ‘‘$2,195,471,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$2,213,471,000’’. 

Page 6, line 14, strike ‘‘$297,043,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$306,043,000’’. 

Page 7, line 3, strike ‘‘$141,113,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$150,113,000’’. 

Page 21, line 5, strike ‘‘$2,025,527,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$2,525,527,000’’. 

Page 21, line 6, before the period, insert the 
following: ‘‘, of which not less than 
$150,000,000 shall be for funding new advanced 
energy research’’. 

Page 22, line 1, strike ‘‘$558,204,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$808,204,000’’. 

Page 22, line 2, strike ‘‘$54,000,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$80,000,000’’. 

Page 22, line 13, strike ‘‘$36,400,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$200,400,000’’. 

At the end of title V, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. In the case of taxpayers with in-

come in excess of $1,000,000, for the calendar 
year beginning in 2007, the amount of tax re-
duction resulting from enactment of Public 
Law 107–16, Public Law 108–27 and Public 
Law 108–311 shall be reduced by 2.42 percent. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote 
for the previous question, I yield back 
the balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

REPUBLICAN TAX CUT MONOPOLY 

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
the Republican-controlled Congress re-
cently passed a tax bill which Presi-
dent Bush signed saying, ‘‘With this 
bill, we are sending the American peo-
ple a clear message about our policy.’’ 

I couldn’t agree more. This bill 
makes America’s tax policy into a 
cruel game of Monopoly designed to 
make winners of the super-rich and los-
ers of America’s working middle class. 

Under their tax scheme, working 
middle-class families get the chance 
card and don’t fair so well under the 
Republican bill. They get about $20. 
Not enough to fill their gas tanks. But 
trust fund millionaires with an average 
income of more than $5 million draw 
the community chest card. They get 
$82,000. Enough for a brand new lim-
ousine. 

The President was right: the Repub-
lican tax bill does send a clear message 
about their policy: millionaires win, 
working middle-class families lose, and 
America needs new leadership. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JINDAL). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HUNTER addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. EMANUEL addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

WHY WE ARE THERE 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, the Sec-

retary of State was on the talk show 
circuit this past weekend and said 
something extraordinary about the 
reason we invaded Iraq. These are Sec-
retary Rice’s words: ‘‘I understand that 
Americans see violence on their 
screens. They continue to see Ameri-
cans killed. But I would ask that peo-
ple remember why we are there.’’ 

Secretary Rice continued: ‘‘We are 
there because having overthrown a bru-
tal dictator who was a destabilizing 
force in the Middle East, we are trying 
to help the Iraqis create a stable foun-
dation for democracy and a stable 
foundation for peace.’’ 

I would have liked to have seen Ms. 
Rice and the rest of the Bush national 
security team come before the Con-
gress, the American people, and the 
world community with this argument 
in late 2002 and early 2003. My guess is 
they would have gotten roughly 25 
votes in this body to authorize the 
President to go to war. Actually, they 
didn’t get mine, or two-thirds of the 
Democrats; but they got enough votes 
to go to war. 

But, of course, the Republicans were 
too smart for that. To make their case 
for war, they needed something that 
would scare the pants off everyone in 
this Congress and in this country. So 
we heard a lot of tall tales about alu-
minum tubes, uranium from Niger, and 
reconstituted nuclear weapons. Sec-
retary Rice herself engaged in the ulti-
mate fear mongering when she said, 
‘‘We don’t want the smoking gun to be 
a mushroom cloud.’’ 

When it came time to close the sale, 
they sent Ms. Rice’s predecessor, Colin 
Powell, to the U.N., not to talk about 
how cruel Saddam Hussein had been to 
his own people, but to specifically out-
line the case, the phony case as its 
turned out, that Saddam Hussein had 
weapons of mass destruction and posed 
a direct threat to our national secu-
rity. 

Dictators are undoubtedly bad and 
democracy is undoubtedly good, but 
can we afford to spend $300 billion and 
march 2,500 Americans off to their 
deaths every time we spot a bad, un-
democratic regime? Taken to its log-
ical extreme, this policy would commit 
us to military occupations in every 
corner of the globe, something that, to 
say the least, we don’t have the re-
sources or the appetite to do. 

Isn’t there a better way to spread 
freedom? Of course there is. 

We can and must have a robust de-
mocracy-promotion agenda that in-
vests in the hopes of oppressed people, 
one that lifts their spirits instead of 
tearing down their countries. 

The SMART Security plan that I 
have proposed includes an ambitious 
investment in democracy-building, the 
kind that would establish rule of law, 
civil society, a free press and inde-
pendent judiciaries around the world. 

Unfortunately, as I have discussed 
here many times over, the Bush admin-
istration is scaling back funding for ex-
actly these kinds of efforts. Step num-
ber one is to bring our troops home. 
Now, for sure, right now. No permanent 
military bases, no designs on profiting 
from Iraqi oil. 

Let us work with the global commu-
nity to establish a multilateral secu-
rity force that can keep Iraq stable in 
the short term. Let us lead the way in 
the U.N. toward establishing an inter-
national peace commission that can 
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begin the post-war reconciliation proc-
ess. 

Let us focus on putting Iraq back to-
gether again, changing our role from 
that of military occupier to recon-
struction partner. 

First and foremost, we must end the 
war. Our brave soldiers have served 
bravely and sacrificed plenty. It is time 
to return them home to their families, 
and it is time for the United States to 
truly devote itself to the spread of de-
mocracy worldwide through peaceful 
partnerships and not military con-
quest. 

f 

b 2200 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. OSBORNE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

CONGRESS MUST PAVE THE ROAD 
TO ENERGY INDEPENDENCE 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take my 
Special Order at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Ohio is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 

Memorial Day weekend marks the be-
ginning of the summer driving season, 
the time of year when high gas prices 
will most harm families struggling to 
stretch family budgets already at the 
breaking point. 

More than 31 million Americans will 
take to the Nation’s highways this 
weekend for long trips. Each of those 
miles will cost consumers dearly at the 
pump because of misguided energy 
policies. 

The simple fact is that the White 
House and the Republican Congress 
knew before they passed it that Amer-
ica’s dependence on foreign oil would 
increase under the Bush energy bill. 
But there is hope. On Saturday, I 
joined my colleague, Senate Demo-
cratic leader HARRY REID, in Cleveland 
to announce our plan for a better, 
brighter future. 

Our plan invests in ethanol and other 
biofuels grown in the Midwest, not 
drilled for in the Middle East. It re-
quires increased production of flexible 
fuel vehicles capable of burning an 85 
percent ethanol blend called E–85. It re-
quires increased investment to make 
E–85 more available in America’s serv-
ice station. It creates incentives to en-
courage early adoption of these com-

monsense technologies that are ready 
to be put into production today. 

Our plan also expands the tax credits 
for consumers who buy especially effi-
cient hybrid cars, and it cracks down 
on gasoline price manipulation. 

It makes it crystal clear to Big Oil 
that manipulation, either direct price 
gouging or withholding supply to drive 
prices up, is against Federal law. Not 
slap-on-the-hands kind of antiprice 
gouging legislation, but serious pen-
alties and fines that will make the oil 
industry pay attention. 

It also redirects Federal support to 
help rebuild the energy industries of 
the future. Rather than subsidize Big 
Oil, we should be helping farmer-owned 
biofuels, innovative hybrid, and fuel ef-
ficiency component manufacturers, 
and other emerging energy industries 
to grow, the kinds of jobs perfect for 
Ohioans who know so much about man-
ufacturing and Ohio farmers who have 
contributed so much to our State. 

This is about energy in my State, 
and it is about jobs in Ohio. With our 
natural resources and real leadership 
on energy policy, Ohio can become the 
Silicon Valley of alternative energy. 
Our plan is to invest in research. 

In the 1940s, the Manhattan Project 
brought the Nation’s best scientific 
minds together to develop the means to 
end a global catastrophe. In the 1960s 
the Apollo Project brought the Na-
tion’s best minds together to help our 
country reach a bold new goal. 

Our plan creates a new advanced re-
search project agency for energy, a 
mission-driven task force based on 
those successes, to help us build an en-
ergy future that is both economically 
and ecologically sustainable. 

Those are not the only things we 
should do to protect consumers. We 
should also create public gasoline re-
serves to discourage supply manipula-
tion by Big Oil and provide a cushion 
for consumers. We know whenever 
there is an interruption in supply from 
a hurricane, from a disturbance in the 
Middle East, or from a refinery fire, we 
know that the oil companies take ad-
vantage by spiking the price even high-
er than the supply interruption would 
suggest. 

I suggested this idea to create public 
gasoline reserves 3 years ago. Senator 
DURBIN has a similar idea pending in 
the Senate for the last year or so. The 
Consumer Federation of America and 
the AAA have both testified that a gas 
reserve system would help consumers. 

The White House is actually talking 
about the idea now. Talk is cheap, gas 
is not; but the White House could be on 
board and help move this proposal. 
This is a pocketbook issue for Amer-
ica’s working middle class. 

At our event in Cleveland, Senator 
REID and I were joined by two mothers 
from northeast Ohio who know first-
hand how hard it is to keep up with 
these gas prices. 

Reverend Lois Annich, a Pres-
byterian minister, called it ‘‘a social 
injustice of the highest order’’ that 

families were struggling to pay higher 
gas bills while Big Oil was posting 
record profits: $8 billion last quarter 
for ExxonMobil while its CEO earned 
$18,000 an hour, while Ohio minimum 
wage earners who buy that gasoline are 
making $10,000 a year. 

And Jennifer Tucker, a working 
mother of two, explained how rising 
gas prices were making her family’s 
economic future less secure by making 
her nursing education harder to afford. 

Lois and Jennifer, millions of Ameri-
cans just like them, know what I know: 
that it is well past time that this Con-
gress and this Bush White House start 
putting the interests of the American 
people ahead of the interests of Big Oil. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
addressed the House. His remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

H.R. 5351 AND DISASTER 
PREPAREDNESS 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
of the gentleman from California. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from North 
Carolina is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, this 

evening I rise on the floor to speak for 
a few minutes in support of H.R. 5351, 
the National Emergency Management 
Reform and Enhancement Act, and to 
address the need for reform of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency. 
This legislation represents a signifi-
cant victory for democratic principles 
of effective Federal action for the 
American people. 

Hurricane season starts in a little 
over a week, and just yesterday sci-
entists at NOAA told us to expect an-
other several months of dangerous 
storms. The devastation wrought by 
Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane Rita 
on our fellow citizens on the gulf coast 
serves as a wake-up call that the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency 
was badly broken. 

Unfortunately, the inept response of 
many FEMA officials and the adminis-
tration to this national disaster illus-
trated the degradation of an agency 
that once was a showplace of govern-
ment responsiveness, efficiency, and 
professionalism. 

My State of North Carolina has been 
no stranger to hurricanes and natural 
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disasters over the years, and FEMA 
personnel performed admirably as our 
State struggled to recover from Hurri-
cane Fran in 1996 and Hurricane Floyd 
in 1999, as well as other floods, torna-
does, and ice storms. Fran featured 
devastating winds and Floyd produced 
a 500-year flood in northeastern North 
Carolina. Fortunately, then-FEMA di-
rector James Lee Witt was a profes-
sional with marching orders from the 
White House to do whatever was need-
ed to save life and property. FEMA in 
the 1990s delivered vital services the 
American people have a right to ex-
pect. Unfortunately, that model of suc-
cess was replaced by the current ad-
ministration with the failed approach 
of cronyism and incompetence. Con-
gress must now step in and provide 
leadership to fix a broken system. 

However, unlike some of my col-
leagues in this body, my solution to 
fixing FEMA is not to strip it out of 
the Department of Homeland Security. 
This action will not only result in an 
ill-conceived division of duties, re-
sources and responsibilities, but also 
increase bureaucracy, interagency turf 
wars and red tape. 

I don’t need to tell you, but the 
American people will not stand for 
more red tape and bureaucracy. The 
last thing they want to see after a dis-
aster are Federal government officials 
trading business cards instead of as-
sisting the victims of the storm. My 
Democratic colleagues and I have 
worked for months on the Homeland 
Security Committee to reform FEMA 
and to restore its standing as a quality 
government organization. 

I am pleased that our Republican col-
leagues have joined together and the 
Homeland Security Committee passed 
a bill on a unanimous bipartisan vote. 

H.R. 5351 addresses many of the prob-
lems and deficiencies that prevented 
FEMA from providing efficient and ef-
fective support of State and local offi-
cials after a disaster, whether they be 
natural or man-made. This legislation 
creates a stronger autonomous mis-
sion-oriented FEMA within the frame-
work of the Department of Homeland 
Security. It restores control of the ac-
cepted emergency management cycle 
of preparedness, response, recovery and 
mitigation to the agency. 

It requires that the director of FEMA 
be a recognized emergency manage-
ment professional who would serve as 
the day-to-day principal adviser to the 
President of the United States for 
emergency management matters. The 
legislation would elevate the director 
to the President’s cabinet during times 
of crisis so no one could obstruct the 
speedy delivery of relief, personnel and 
resources to devastated areas in this 
country and around the world. 

H.R. 5351 reinvigorates FEMA’s re-
gional offices and staffs them with 
emergency management professionals 
with both experience and a familiarity 
with the people, geography, and 
threats to our States and municipali-
ties. 

Importantly, this bill gives FEMA 
budgetary independence and prevents 
the Secretary of Homeland Security 
from siphoning money away from dis-
aster and terrorism prevention and pre-
paredness for other agency initiatives. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
join me as a cosponsor of this bipar-
tisan, commonsense legislation; and I 
urge the leadership to schedule for a 
vote this legislation as soon as pos-
sible. Our Nation and its people will 
not stand for another botched response 
from this Federal Government, nor 
should they. This administration 
should be held accountable for its 
many mistakes, and this bill would 
allow FEMA to fulfill its mission as a 
primary Federal responder and support 
agency in times of disaster. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BILIRAKIS addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

BECOMING AMERICA THE 
DEPENDENT 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentlewoman from Ohio 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, America, 

which should value our birthright of 
independence, is all too quickly becom-
ing America the dependent. 

We are dangerously dependent, for 
example, on foreign oil for our energy 
needs. Indeed, we import nearly 75 per-
cent of it; a third of our trade deficit is 
due to this oil dependency. We could 
become energy independent here at 
home with energy sources here that we 
would invent and create and refine, and 
what a job-rich America that would 
create. 

America is becoming more and more 
dependent upon imports from foreign 
manufacturers than we are exports 
from our country in all fields: in appli-
ances, in clothing, even food. This year 
America may become for the first time 
in its history a net food importer. 

The balance of payments which had 
been the pride of our country, more ex-
ports than imports, has been reduced 
to red ink. The monthly trade deficit 
for March was just in 1 month over $62 
billion, and we are still on another 
record annual trade deficit pace. 

In fact, our monthly trade deficit fig-
ure is so huge it equals the entire an-
nual budget of our Department of Vet-

erans Affairs. Veterans fought to make 
us free from foreign tyranny, but the 
new tyranny is taking a different form. 

At the end of March, our overall pub-
licly held debt was a staggering $4.6 
trillion, not counting promises that 
the government has made to pay for re-
tirement programs and health benefits 
that are due to the American people in 
the amount of over $8.4 trillion. Now, 
would you believe that nearly half, 43 
percent of this debt, overall debt, of 
that amount, $2 trillion is now held by 
foreigners. 

We have already heard that it took 
200 years for our Nation to accumulate 
$1 trillion of debt. But would you be-
lieve we are now at the point where $1 
trillion of our public debt is held by 
Japan, China and Hong Kong? As this 
chart illustrates, Japan is the largest 
holder of our debt, followed by Europe, 
followed by China and Hong Kong, 
which are rising very quickly. 

In fact, would you believe that be-
tween October of 2003 and March of this 
year, China alone more than doubled 
its holdings of our public debt from 
$151 billion to $321 billion. The United 
States government, our taxpayers this 
year will pay more than $200 billion in 
interest on publicly-held debt with 
nearly $100 billion going to foreign 
holders of our debt. That’s right. We 
are going to pay interest to foreign 
holders of U.S. debt, almost five times 
as much as we appropriate on an an-
nual basis for the entire U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy. Imagine if we invested 
those dollars in ourselves. We will pay 
interest to foreign holders of U.S. debt 
nearly three times as much as we spend 
in a year on the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development to build 
this country from coast-to-coast. 

We will pay interest to foreign hold-
ers of U.S. debt nearly twice as much 
as we appropriate for the entire De-
partment of Labor. We have just had 
more miners killed in Kentucky, God 
rest their souls, because they didn’t 
have oxygen equipment that would last 
them long enough that would outlast 
the monoxide until the rescue workers 
could get there. 

Yet we can pay this kind of money to 
foreign holders of our debt. We will pay 
about as much interest to foreign hold-
ers of U.S. debt as we will appropriate 
for fighting the war in Iraq. Wow. 
Think about it. What do we do about 
it? 

Without a doubt, first thing we 
should do is clean up our fiscal house, 
and that starts with balancing our 
budgets and digging out of this red ink. 
We cannot expect to continue in this 
fashion and remain the leader of the 
free world. Our currency is being de-
valued. We see the skittishness in the 
stock market, and interest rates are 
going up at the same time as gas prices 
are going up. This is very clear. 

There are certain rules of economics 
that never fail you. We are either going 
to have a currency devaluation, or we 
are going to have inflation go out of 
control. But the point is, more and 
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more, we are going in hock to foreign 
interests. We need to ask, how do we 
take our country back? At a minimum, 
how do we owe the money to ourselves 
rather than other Nations? In prior 
generations, when we were faced with a 
problem like this, we didn’t turn to for-
eign bankers; we turned to the Amer-
ican people. We did it through bal-
ancing our budget, and we did it 
through savings bond sales. There used 
to be a time when savings bonds could 
be purchased easily at any local bank 
or even in smaller denominations at 
our U.S. Postal Service. 

It was a way the average American, 
who is as patriotic as anybody in this 
world, could invest in their own coun-
try. They could buy bonds in very 
small denominations, and they knew 
their investment was secure and that 
they were investing in America, not 
someplace else. 

But in recent years, the Federal Re-
serve and our Treasury have gotten 
lazy. They are selling these denomina-
tions in big, big numbers, thousands of 
dollars apiece, and they like to do it 
through just a few cushy dealers on 
Wall Street. They love dealing with the 
big bond houses to get fees for every 
bond they sell. It is a very undemo-
cratic bond system. 

In fact, the Federal Reserve loves to 
reward their friends on Wall Street in-
stead of strengthening our Nation 
down to the average citizen and their 
ability to own a piece of the republic. I 
would like to restore that spirit of 
independence to our country, and this 
method, tried and true, of savings bond 
purchases helped us through military 
wars and economic depressions. 

Savings bonds can be called upon 
again, in a new war, to maintain Amer-
ica’s economic independence and take 
it back from foreign investors who are 
owning larger pieces of us every day. 
Independence, independence, independ-
ence. Reduce America’s ownership by 
foreign interests. 

f 

b 2215 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. MCCARTHY addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION AND 
BORDER STATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CARTER) is recognized for half the 
time before midnight as the designee of 
the majority leader. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate being recognized and the ability 
to have the chance to address the 
House this night on the issue we all 
know is the most critical issue our Na-
tion faces today, that is the security of 
the American borders and the sov-
ereignty of our Nation. 

I rise because I am from Texas, and I 
grew up crossing the Mexican border 
with our neighbors from Mexico all of 
my life. I have even been several times 
to the great international celebration 
in Nuevo Laredo for George Washing-
ton’s birthday, a time in which thou-
sands and thousands of Texans joined 
their neighbors in Mexico for a great fi-
esta. I consider Mexico, my entire life, 
I have considered them my friend and 
our neighbor to the south. I actually 
went to school in Mexico. I am very fa-
miliar with the country, and I have a 
warm regard for the people of Mexico. 

However, the world we live in today 
is not the world I grew up in. I have 
had the occasion in the last 6 months 
to visit Nuevo Laredo with Congress-
man CUELLAR on two occasions. I have 
been down there with Congressional 
delegations that have visited the bor-
der to talk about the incursions into 
the United States by literally hundreds 
of thousands and millions of people 
coming out of Mexico across our south-
ern borders from San Diego to Browns-
ville. 

But the world I know is Texas, and I 
am going to talk about the Texas bor-
der that I am familiar with. I want to 
tell you that I sat out in a pickup 
truck on the side of the Rio Grande in 
a mesquite thicket in the dark with 
one lone border patrolman and his elec-
tronic equipment, which was a camera 
that scanned 2.5 miles in either direc-
tion, a stretch of the river, right in the 
city limits or on the edge of the city 
limits of Laredo, Texas. 

I got to sit out there on that lonely 
job with that young man for a pretty 
good while and talk to him about what 
he has experienced. He says what every 
rancher and farmer and homeowner 
that lives on the border of Texas today 
repeats: This is not the same bunch of 
people that used to come across our 
border. 

They are coming in waves, and they 
are doing damage and breaking into 
homes, and they are stealing things. 
Whereas they used to come by a pep-
per’s house with their hat in their 
hands and the rancher wife would put 
dinner out on the back porch for them, 
today they break into the house; they 
have no regard for private property. 
They have no regard for anything that 
is going on in Texas. They just think it 
is their right to come into Texas, and 
they are acting that way. 

This young man told me, he said, I 
asked him, I said, how many people? 
The first time I visited was in the win-
tertime. I said, how many people will 
come across? He said, well, it is winter. 
Maybe a couple of hundred tonight. 
But in the summer, maybe a couple of 
thousand in my sector that I will turn 
back on some given nights. 

This is a number that way surpasses 
anything we have ever experienced in 
our State, and all the other States 
along the border are experiencing this 
problem. 

But, you know, I have been thinking 
about this, and this is not a problem 

that just started last week. I firmly be-
lieve that we enhanced the problem of 
the Mexican border, especially our 
southern border, with the amnesty bill 
that we passed in 1986. We gave a mes-
sage, and in that message, it was clear: 
Come on in, boys, you are welcome, 
and in they came. 

Their thoughts were, I can go, most 
of them came for jobs. But I used to be 
able to say, when I was a young man 
and a teenager, the people who came 
over here are coming to work. I am 
telling you, you can’t say that today. 
You can’t say that every person that 
crosses that border comes to work. 
That border patrolman told me a tale 
that will chill your soul. In the El Paso 
sector in December, they stopped 15 il-
legal immigrants, all of whom claimed 
to be from Mexico, all of whom volun-
tarily agreed to return. 

So they fingerprinted them and proc-
essed them and took them back to 
Mexico. They ran those fingerprints 
through, I think it is NCI or whatever 
it is that they use with the Border Pa-
trol, and about five of those finger 
prints had previously been recorded by 
the United States Government. Those 
prints came from a cave in Afghani-
stan. Now those were not people com-
ing across our border from Mexico to 
get a job. But they were blending in 
with those who were. 

We live in the world of 9/11. We live in 
a time when an enemy has launched 
and successfully accomplished the 
worst attack on the United States in 
the history of the United States. We 
have people we don’t know coming 
across our border. 

We are doing a lot of talk about en-
forcement. We are doing a lot of talk 
about writing new laws. We go, oh, my 
gosh, let us rush out, and we have got 
to come up and figure out how we get 
a work program. We have got to come 
up with citizenship for these people. We 
have got to know what to do with these 
people. Sure, these are problems that 
we have to address sometime, and I am 
sure soon. 

But my concern is, we are not ana-
lyzing this problem the way the prob-
lems should be analyzed. The legisla-
tion we are hearing that is coming this 
way from the Senate, and my way of 
thinking, is a totally improper way to 
analyze a problem of the United States. 

I spent almost 21 years as a district 
judge in Texas. I had many, many, 
times, where I had a multiple-issue 
case that I had to choose. But a jury 
would use the same analysis to try to 
figure out a solution to a problem. So 
I will use that example. But the same 
example could be used for a surgeon in 
an emergency room. 

You have a problem, and you look at 
that problem, and you say, well, this 
problem has multiple issues we have to 
deal with. We have evidence to cover 
these issues. We need to examine those 
issues, that evidence closely and come 
up with a solution to these problems. 

But first where is the ongoing harm? 
Where is the bleeding? You have got to 
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stop the damage that is there right 
now today before you move on to the 
damage that may be coming down the 
road or to work on other issues to de-
termine the solution. I would say the 
bleeding is at the border. We have got 
to stop the bleeding. 

The surgeon that is at the emergency 
room when they are bringing someone, 
if there is arterial blood flowing, he is 
not worried about a CAT scan or an X- 
ray or whether this man might have 
cancer or diabetes. He wants to stop 
the bleeding. 

If we don’t go and address the issues 
on the border as the House bill has 
done to stop the bleeding, if we don’t 
do that, we are analyzing this problem 
wrong. 

You know, we could stand around in 
this House, and we can talk about 
whose fault is it. You know, hindsight 
is 2020, but the truth is, the fault lies 
across the board, and we ought to step 
up and say so. 

From 1986 until the present, we have 
had both Republican and Democratic 
administrations. We can all point the 
finger and say, you did it. But as you 
point that finger, point it back to you. 
The fact is, we have not met our duty 
to the American people. 

But now we see a crisis. Ask any 
American, where is the crisis in immi-
gration, and something like 90 percent 
of them will say, at the border. Before 
we deal with anything, we have got to 
stop the flow. That is why the House 
bill is so very important that we go 
forward on it. 

You know, we took an oath in this 
House. The President of the United 
States took an oath. That oath was 
that we would, to the best of our abil-
ity, perform the duties of the office to 
which we had been elected and pre-
serve, protect and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States. We took an 
oath to do our job. Those people we 
hire to work for us assist us in doing 
that job. 

b 2230 

Mr. Speaker, I am very concerned 
that as we rush to judgment on the 
issue of immigration, that we start 
talking about amnesty and we start 
talking about creating a program 
where people who have broken the laws 
of the United States are going to be 
given special privileges that even peo-
ple who are born here don’t get. There 
are things now being proposed in the 
Senate bill as to collecting back Social 
Security, having the Davis-Bacon Act 
apply to all of your wages, and unbe-
lievable things where even every Amer-
ican doesn’t have those benefits. Talk 
to my teachers back in Texas about 
some of their missing Social Security 
benefits they have been trying to get 
for, Lord, it has got to be 50 years. And 
yet we are looking at this and putting 
patches on it, and the patches are get-
ting worse and the tire is going flatter. 

Mr. Speaker, the executive and those 
on both sides of the aisle have failed. 
When we wrote the law in 1986, we had 

laws that pertained to crossing our 
borders and we didn’t enforce them. We 
had laws that pertained to employers 
and we didn’t enforce them, and the 
Congress failed in its duty to do that 
also. 

I would argue the worst offender of 
all are the bureaucrats. But all that is 
beside us now. We cannot continue on 
with a system that doesn’t work at the 
border, where some nights 16,000 people 
come across that border. 

I went out and pulled up some of the 
old law books just to find a few things, 
because you hear people say well, they 
are not really breaking any laws. 
Shame on you. Somebody wants to 
make this a felony. I don’t think any-
body has ever looked to see what it is. 
It is a civil, not a criminal file for the 
first crossing. But it continues on. Ille-
gal entry carries a punishment of fine 
and imprisonment of up to 6 months. 
Harboring undocumented aliens carries 
a fine and imprisonment of up to 5 
years. Alien smuggling carries a fine 
and imprisonment up to 10 years. 
Those are felonies, 5 and 10 year sen-
tences, in my opinion. 

A crime that causes a serious bodily 
injury to any person, the penalty is a 
fine and a sentence of up to 20 years in 
prison. Reentry into the United States 
is a felony charge punishable with fines 
and/or imprisonment for 2 or more 
years. If reentry is after a previous 
non-aggravated felony, it is up to 10 
years. If it is after an aggravated fel-
ony, it is up to 20 years. 

Now, I would like to know, are we en-
forcing those laws? I used to sit in the 
courtroom and do a jail call every 
Monday morning. I would call the jail 
and we would bring people over and 
find out who was in jail. Inevitably, 
once, twice, three times a month, we 
would have anywhere from two to 20 il-
legal aliens in the jail. Inevitably. 

We would call INS and tell them, we 
got some of your people here. You need 
to pick them up. They would say if 
they are there on Thursday, we will get 
them. They would all bond out on 
Tuesday and be gone. 

Now, is the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service doing the duty that 
our laws gave them to do? No. We have 
failed to enforce the laws that are on 
the books today. So we are not in a 
panic to create laws to prevent these 
people from coming in here. We have 
laws we are not enforcing. Now the tide 
has become overwhelming for law en-
forcement. This overwhelming of us is 
what we are talking about. This is 
where the bleeding is. This is where the 
bleeding has got to be stopped. 

The bill that we passed through this 
House, I would like to add things to it, 
were I given the opportunity. Hopefully 
there will be more resources for our 
Border Patrol, resources on the border, 
electronic surveillance, unmanned 
drones and all of the other things that 
technology provides for us today, to 
help us stop this invasion. 

I use the term ‘‘invasion,’’ and I don’t 
take that hesitantly. While I was 

there, I saw a film of what now we are 
being told were drug dealers coming 
across the border in what looked like 
to everybody there Mexican military 
uniforms, carrying satchels of drugs 
with automatic weapons and vehicles. 
Now, it has not been resolved as to ex-
actly who those people are, but, you 
know, if it looks like the Mexican 
army, I wonder if it is? I think we 
ought to know that. I think we ought 
to have an answer to that. 

Most of Europe went to war over an 
invasion in 1939 and it ended up being 
World War II. I am concerned about the 
invasion across our southern border. I 
am concerned we are not enforcing the 
laws. 

I am convinced that the solution to 
this problem is to do our job, and if we 
do our job and enforce the laws that 
are in place and make a conscientious 
effort to study the best possible solu-
tion for every one of the multiple prob-
lems that exist in this immigration 
and border security issue, let’s stop the 
bleeding at the border and then let’s 
put the good minds in this House on 
both sides of the aisle to work in co-
operating to come up with real lasting 
solutions, and not forgetting that we 
have laws we can enforce now as we 
come up with solutions for these other 
things. 

That is basically the way I view this 
thing. 

I want to yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), 
who also would like to address this 
House on this important issue. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I thank you 
very much, and associate myself with 
your remarks. I think what is really 
important at this point is that every 
American understands that the mas-
sive influx of illegal immigrants into 
our country has not been an accident. 
It is, instead, the result of an inten-
tional strategy on the part of Amer-
ica’s political elite. 

Yes, the laws are not being enforced, 
just as you said. That is an intentional 
decision by someone that those laws 
are not enforced. The business commu-
nity wants cheap labor. The movers 
and shakers of the liberal left, con-
sistent with their Tammany Hall tradi-
tions want more political pawns who 
are dependent on government pro-
grams. They got what they wanted. 
Bear Stearns estimates that are there 
are between 15 and 20 million illegals 
now in our country. 

By the way, one area I might dis-
agree a little bit with my friend, al-
though it is really not a disagreement, 
it is just not the border. Of the 15 to 20 
million illegals, 4 to 5 million of them 
are visa overstayers, people who have 
come into our country on a visa and 
just overstayed their visa and melded 
right into the population. Many, many 
are from Mainland China, for example. 
And the decision of not having a visa 
system in which we check to see if any-
body returns once they have come to 
the United States has been a conscious 
decision. We are not going to correct 
this problem. 
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Well, my own subcommittee held a 

hearing on that, and it was demon-
strable that over the last two decades 
we have had a huge influx of people 
just overstaying their visa and becom-
ing illegally part of our country. 

The downside of all of this, 15 to 20 
million illegals in our country, is be-
coming increasingly evident. In edu-
cation we hear about overcrowding and 
the declining quality of our schools. 
The States are spending $7.4 billion an-
nually to provide K through 12 edu-
cation to people who aren’t supposed to 
be here in the first place. 

Without school age illegal immi-
grants or the children of illegal immi-
grants, school enrollment would not 
have risen at all during the past dec-
ade. So when you hear about over-
crowding or the decline of our edu-
cation, that is where it starts. Our lim-
ited education dollars are being ex-
pended not for our children’s benefit, 
but for children of foreigners who have 
come here illegally. That is a crime 
against America’s youth. Our children 
are being denied a quality education 
because of our cowardice or incom-
petence to deal with this issue. 

Similarly, our health care system is 
under siege. Illegal aliens account for 
43 percent of those without health in-
surance in our country. At least $9 bil-
lion then of our scarce health care dol-
lars are being spent on foreigners who 
have come here illegally. 

Yes, business gets their cheap labor. 
The rest of us end up with closed hos-
pital emergency rooms and sky-
rocketing health insurance costs, 
which can be traced, among other 
things, to the care that is given to ille-
gal aliens, which is then simply added 
on to our bill and sent to our insurance 
companies. 

The effect on our criminal justice 
system has been no less catastrophic. 
Almost 30 percent of Federal prisoners 
are now foreign born. That is one out 
of every three Federal prisoners. In 
California, for example, about one out 
of every four persons in our prisons are 
illegal. The estimated cost, of course, 
of incarcerating an illegal for a year is 
$22,517 per year. 

And that is only a small price that 
the American people are paying. Think 
of the other price, the price of the theft 
and property damage that is traced to 
these criminal aliens. And who can put 
a price tag on the violent attacks, the 
murders, the rapes, perpetrated by 
these foreign marauders? 

And less easily recognized, millions 
of American families are being robbed 
of a higher quality of life and a higher 
standard of living as wages are bid 
down by hordes of job seekers who are 
not even supposed to be here in our 
country. A study by Harvard Univer-
sity professor George Boris shows im-
migration accounts for the entire de-
cline of real wages that has affected so 
many of our countrymen in the past 
two decades. Competition from the 
growing number of illegal immigrant 
laborers in the past 20 years means 

American workers are earning, get 
this, an average of $1,700 less every 
year than they would have otherwise 
been earning. 

Now, who gets hurt? Well, unemploy-
ment among Americans with less than 
a high school education is at 14 per-
cent. Fourteen percent of those Ameri-
cans who don’t have a high school edu-
cation are out of work, with no hope. 
And who is taking their jobs? 

Many of our citizens find they have a 
decline in pay in terms of real dollars. 
And who are these people who are 
mainly finding that their pay level is 
going down? It is the people on the bot-
tom end of the scale. The less fortunate 
Americans we are trying to help are 
the ones who are being hurt the most 
by illegal immigrants. 

So whether we are talking about edu-
cation, health care, food stamps, hous-
ing assistance, school breakfast and 
lunch programs, all of which were in-
tended for struggling Americans, all of 
these are being drained to one extent 
or another by people who have come 
here illegally, and in many cases these 
people have paid little or nothing into 
the system. 

It is estimated that the average ille-
gal alien uses $2,700 or more in govern-
ment services more than he pays in 
taxes. That is coming right out of the 
hide of America’s least fortunate citi-
zens. This is a crime perpetrated by 
America’s elite on America’s least for-
tunate people. It is a betrayal of our 
fellow Americans for whom these pro-
grams were intended. 

Now, we keep hearing we need these 
illegals. We need people coming in to 
do jobs that Americans won’t do. Well, 
that is so much baloney. Americans 
will do these jobs. If Americans are 
paid a decent wage, Americans will do 
the jobs. 

I was on a TV show recently where a 
woman said she couldn’t find an Amer-
ican woman to help take care of her 
children. This was a very wealthy per-
son who ended up hiring an illegal 
Mexican woman. Yes, she hired her 
probably at about $50. She wouldn’t 
hire the American woman down the 
road who would be glad to work for her 
for $20 an hour while her own kids are 
going to school, thus paying her $100 a 
day. 

Who was worse off? The worse off per-
son is the American woman who would 
have loved to have worked for that job. 
Yes, the illegal got a little money, 50 
bucks. Who is really better off? The 
rich lady who got that illegal at half 
the price she would have had to pay an 
American. This goes right down the 
line to so many other jobs. 

We say now there are a lot of jobs, 
for example, in hotels. Yes, hotels, 
they say they need illegals to change 
the sheets in the hotel rooms. There 
are lots of American women who would 
love so help us with child care and help 
with changing the sheets in the motel 
room if we would pay them a decent 
wage. But we have hordes of illegals 
coming into this country bidding down 

those prices so those American women 
stay at home and have no job at all. 
Who is being hurt? Regular Americans 
are being hurt by this. 

The open-borders crowd are now 
throwing their weight behind the cur-
rent Senate bill. Wake up America. 
This is the same gang that brought this 
crisis upon us, and the Senate bill will 
make the situation worse. 

b 2245 

Even the bill before us from the 
United States Senate is not an anti-il-
legal immigration bill. It is a pro-im-
migration, a pro-illegal immigration 
bill, because that will be the impact. 

The core provisions of the Senate bill 
around which everything else orbits is 
the so-called guest worker program, 
and the legalization status of those 15 
to 20 million illegals who are now in 
our country. The Senate bill changes 
the status of these millions of intrud-
ers from illegal to legal. 

The President does not want to call 
that amnesty. I call that amnesty, and 
there is no other definition I know for 
it. You are changing the status from il-
legal to legal of people who have come 
here in violation of our law. 

Whatever you call it, if you legalize 
the status of those who skipped the 
line and came here in violation of our 
country’s law, we are telling hundreds 
of millions of foreigners who are wait-
ing to come to this country legally, 
they are waiting in line overseas, we 
are telling them they are a bunch of 
saps. 

We will start a stampede towards 
America, just like what happened the 
last time we legalized the status of 
people who were here illegally back in 
1986. No matter what is done to 
strengthen the border, any benefit 
from strengthening the border will be 
overwhelmed by the dramatically in-
creased pull which is a result of legal-
izing the status of these millions of 
illegals who are in our country. 

Now, the rest of the Senate bill. 
What does it include? It guarantees in- 
state tuition for illegals. Your kid has 
to pay full tuition if he crosses a bor-
der of a State line. These illegals do 
not. Now that is a way not to give any-
body incentive to come here to our 
country. 

And agricultural guest workers under 
this bill cannot be fired by their em-
ployers except for what the bill calls 
‘‘just cause’’. However, American agri-
cultural workers can be fired for any 
reason. Oh, well, that is going to keep 
them away from our country, isn’t it? 

The Senate bill will make illegal 
aliens eligible for Social Security. Get 
that, America. Wake up, America. The 
Senate has voted to give illegal immi-
grants Social Security. Hundreds of 
millions of desperate people living in 
poverty throughout the world who have 
no pension system available to them 
now know that the United States Sen-
ate has voted to make them part of 
America’s pension system if they can 
just get here. 
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This is beyond absurd. This is bi-

zarre. This is horrible. We are includ-
ing people who have come here ille-
gally in America’s pension system and 
expecting that not to attract tens of 
millions of other desperate people from 
around the world. And, of course, So-
cial Security is not just a pension sys-
tem for people. It is also a survivor’s 
benefit program. 

So when an illegal works here and 
then dies, we will take care of his or 
her children until they are 18 years old. 
The potential for corruption and the 
gaming of such a system boggles the 
mind. I can assure you right now, if 
this is put in place as the Senate has 
voted to do, we will be taking care and 
there will be payments from our Social 
Security system to millions of kids in 
China, and in Mexico, as people go back 
and their coroners claim they have 
died and their dependents are waiting 
for their check to be delivered. 

And of course all of this is happening 
at a time when we are trying to keep 
Social Security solvent. Oh, yes, the 
Senate bill, of course, gives all employ-
ers amnesty too. So now employers are 
not going to worry about enforcing the 
law. Who cares if Americans are being 
denied the jobs? Who cares? Because 
actually employers now can hire people 
and these employers are now no longer 
held accountable for the illegals that 
they have hired. 

And what is the final result? The in-
sult, of course, is the Senate bill is pro-
viding money for those organizations 
that are helping illegals adjust their 
status. We are actually paying them to 
help fight our Government and our ef-
forts to clear up the illegal immigra-
tion situation by sending illegals 
home. 

There are a number of other provi-
sions in the bill that should alarm 
small business. For example, this bill, 
the Senate bill, requires us to pay 
illegals the prevailing wage. And then, 
of course, we are setting up an entire 
bureaucracy to determine what that 
prevailing wage is for various different 
professions. 

No, this will massively increase the 
bureaucratic power over our people and 
our country, and the private sector al-
ready. Illegal immigration has had a 
horrible, horrible impact on our way of 
life. Kids in my neighborhood do not 
cut the lawn any more. I used to cut 
the lawn. That is what I did for pocket 
change when I was a kid. Kids do not 
do that any more. Kids do not wash the 
cars any more. 

No. What we have done is our values 
have changed because illegals have 
come in and changed our way of life. 
And we are told we have to bring them 
in because, for example, the fruit and 
the vegetables will rot in the fields 
without illegals. 

Well, if we pay our American people 
they will do the job. And if they do not, 
we can be creative enough. For exam-
ple, let us use prisoners to pick fruit, 
and pay them so that when they get 
out of prison, they will have $10,000 or 

$20,000 in their pocket and they will 
have contributed money to their own 
incarceration, or for restitution to 
their victims. 

We can come through this without 
importing millions and millions of peo-
ple from foreign countries to come here 
and do this kind of work. We can. We 
can run the United States of America 
without a massive flow of illegals or a 
massive new flow of immigrants into 
our country. 

Now, I support legal immigration. I 
think legal immigrants, legal immi-
grants deserve every right as every 
American citizen. We have the most 
generous legal immigration system in 
the world. We permit more legal immi-
gration into America than any other 
country in the world. 

The Senate wants to up that by so 
much, that if the Senate bill passed, we 
are talking about 100 million to 200 
million more immigrants coming into 
our country over the next 20 years. 
Read that correctly. 

If you put illegal immigration on top 
of that, we are talking about hundreds 
of millions, perhaps 300 million people 
coming into the United States of 
America. Wake up, America. We are 
losing our country. We cannot permit 
this massive flow of illegals to con-
tinue. 

And we cannot just dramatically in-
crease the number of legal immigrants 
coming into our country, which would 
then overwhelm our ability to assimi-
late them. We can be proud of legal im-
migration. We should keep it at the 
level it has been at. 

But, no, we have people who are not 
watching out for the interests of the 
American people. That is what we need 
to talk about right now as we close 
this presentation. The American people 
need to pay attention. This vote that is 
coming up on the Senate bill versus the 
House bill, which is based on enforce-
ment and trying to stop illegal immi-
gration, the Senate bill is a pro-illegal 
immigration bill. The American people 
need to look very closely who is watch-
ing out for their interests and who is 
against them. 

Who is on their side and who is on 
the side of foreigners who wish to come 
here? Again, these people who want to 
came here are wonderful people. Even 
the illegal immigrants who come here 
are wonderful people. 95 percent of 
them are wonderful people. 

Our job is not to take care of every 
wonderful person in the world, pro-
viding them a pension, providing them 
health care, providing their children 
with education. Our job is to watch out 
for the American people. 

We accept no apologies for that. We 
should have no apologies that we put 
the American people’s interests first. 
But that is not what has been hap-
pening. There has been some very pow-
erful special interests, as I say, in busi-
ness who want cheap labor, and on the 
left wing and liberal left wing of the 
Democratic Party who want political 
pawns out of illegals who come here 

and other people who immigrate here 
who are dependent on Government pro-
grams. 

The American people have the power 
in their hands to control the destiny of 
this country. They must pay attention 
if we are to succeed in thwarting this 
threat to our freedom and to our pros-
perity. Wake up, America. It is time to 
hold accountable your elected rep-
resentatives. Study the issues. See who 
is supporting this program in the Sen-
ate to give away our Social Security, 
and destroy that system. See who is 
supporting actual border enforcement 
and changing our visa laws so they can 
be enforced and protecting us from an 
overwhelming flow of illegals into our 
country, which lowers wages and 
threatens our way of life. 

Hold those elected officials account-
able, and kick them out of office if 
they are not representing your inter-
ests. They are supposed to be working 
for you. And with that I yield back. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, can I ask 
how much time we have left? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KUHL of New York). Roughly 15 min-
utes. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I yield to Mr. GINGREY. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
pleasure to join both of my colleagues, 
the gentleman from Texas, Judge 
CARTER, who is managing the hour 
with the gentleman from California 
that you just heard from, Mr. Speaker, 
my colleague, Representative ROHR-
ABACHER, who very passionately ex-
plained what the issue is. 

You know, and again, I think as I 
represent the 640,000 or so constituents 
of the 11th District of Georgia, West 
Georgia, great, great people. And when 
I go home, and I am sure Representa-
tives CARTER and ROHRABACHER are 
hearing the same thing from their con-
stituents, they say and I agree, that 
this is a country of law abiding people. 

And we have to have respect for the 
rule of law. I was real interested, Mr. 
Speaker, this weekend on one of the 
Sunday morning news shows, one of 
our colleagues, in fact, indeed one of 
my colleagues from Georgia, Rep-
resentative NORWOOD, who is such a 
great spokesperson on this issue was 
debating one of the Senators who hap-
pened also to be from the Southeast, in 
regard to the Senate bill versus the 
Sensenbrenner, very sensible, as the 
name would have it, the legislation 
that we passed in the House before the 
first of the year that emphasizes border 
security and border security first. 

And that is what my colleagues were 
speaking about before me, that there is 
all of this talk about, you know, what 
to do with 11 or 12 million people who 
are in this country illegally, and what 
to do about the fact that there are cer-
tain sectors of our economy that are 
dependent on a lot of foreign workers. 

Unfortunately, a lot of those foreign 
workers are among the 11 or 12 million 
that are here illegally. So maybe we 
need a temporary worker program. I 
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agree with my colleague who just 
spoke that if the pay and benefit pack-
age and health care and these things 
that go with those jobs were a decent 
wage, I think in some instances, Mr. 
Speaker, they are, but in some in-
stances, maybe far too many, they are 
not. 

If they were, then there are plenty of 
legal aliens, legal immigrants, United 
States citizens who are out of work 
today who would take those jobs. Now, 
everybody says, well, golly, we have 
this low unemployment rate of 4.5 per-
cent. Well, that is 4.5 percent of people 
without jobs. Until it gets to zero per-
cent, I cannot really see where we nec-
essarily need a temporary worker pro-
gram. 

But what I was saying about that 
program, Mr. Speaker, that television 
news show this past Sunday morning, 
we are talking about the rule of law. 
The Senator incredulously said, well, 
the law is okay as long as it is a ‘‘just 
law’’. You know, that is just shocking 
to me. I do not know what the Sen-
ator’s occupation is or profession, I 
know there is a lot of lawyers over 
there in the other body. But our laws 
are our laws. If they are not just laws, 
we have a way in this chamber and 
that chamber to change those laws, be-
cause after all we are the ones that 
make them. 

If they are not just laws, then we 
change them, and we do it in the right 
way. We do not just ignore it, if we do 
not like the law. There are lots of laws 
that I do not like. But by golly I abide 
by them, whether I am on this Hill, in-
side the Beltway, or back home in 
Georgia. And that is the way my con-
stituents feel, and that is the way my 
colleagues who are sharing this hour 
with me feel. 

I am dead set with them on securing 
our borders first and foremost. The 
President spoke to the Nation the 
other night, Mr. Speaker, talked about 
putting some National Guard troops, 
6,000 I think he said on a temporary 
basis, to sort of back up the Border Pa-
trol. We have got what 10,000 or 12,000 
U.S. Border Patrol agents on the south-
ern border. 

I think we need more. I think my col-
league, Mr. NORWOOD, on Sunday morn-
ing said maybe we need 30,000. But at 
least we need 18,000 or 20,000. And we 
are going to get there. And we are 
going to, according to the House 
version of immigration reform to se-
cure the border, we are going to build 
facilities and have more bed space so 
that we can retain these illegal immi-
grants that are referred to as OTM, 
that acronym that stands for Other 
Than Mexicans, that we have been 
catching and releasing in that catch- 
and-release program. 

b 2300 

I think the whole point here is his-
tory: if you do not pay attention to it, 
you are going to repeat it; and you are 
going to make the same mistakes over 
and over again if you do not learn from 

the past. We can go back; my col-
leagues have probably already done 
that in the earlier part of the aisle. I 
may have missed part of that discus-
sion, but that Bracero program that we 
had from 1942 to the 60s, dismal failure. 
That was a temporary worker program. 
Dismal failure. And then our great 
communicator and one of my very fa-
vorite all-time Presidents, Ronald 
Reagan, in the Immigration Reform 
Act of 1986, an amnesty, really pretty 
much a blanket amnesty for 3 million 
people. 

Now, that would probably have been 
okay 19 years ago if we had secured our 
borders, but we didn’t. There was no 
border security that went along with 
that as a companion. And we estimate 
and, Mr. Speaker, do not take my word 
for it, this is a CRS report that I am 
reading in front of me dated May 15, 
2006. That is pretty darn recent, I 
think. It is talking about the fact that 
there probably are today 11 to 12 mil-
lion illegal aliens in this country. If 
you do the math, that is about 500,000 
a year that are coming through that 
border which is nothing but a sieve, 
and that hemorrhaging continues. And 
if we grant any kind of amnesty pro-
gram today and we do not secure that 
border, you do the math. In 20 years 
from now, we will be talking about 35 
or 40 million illegal immigrants, illegal 
aliens in this country. 

My colleagues talked about the 
stress that that puts on public edu-
cation, on our health care system. The 
fact that we do not know really that 
these, hopefully the majority are law 
abiding. I think they are, but in this 
day and time after 9/11 and with the 
threat of a global terrorism, how do 
you know who is coming in this coun-
try? Are they all coming to work? Ab-
solutely not. Some are members of 
gangs. Some are involved in drug trade. 
So it is absolutely imperative. 

I commend Chairman SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. Speaker, and I commend 
my House colleagues. I commend the 
Speaker, the majority leader, this Re-
publican majority in this body, this 
House of Representatives for doing 
what we did. In fact, the first bill we 
passed was the REAL ID Act and that 
was in complete and total lockstep re-
sponse to what the 9/11 Commission 
asked us to do in regard to driver’s li-
censes and this abuse of the claim of 
asylum, to be able to in an expedited 
fashion to get rid of someone who was 
allowed to come in this country and 
then was involved in terrorist activity. 
So these things are so important. 

I just thank my colleague, my good 
friend, classmate from Texas, Mr. 
CARTER, for letting me come and just 
share a little bit of time with him be-
cause we are compassionate. Every-
body talks about the President and his 
great compassion. I do not doubt that. 
I think he does have great compassion. 
But I think if he wants to insist on 
granting an amnesty program that 
even comes close to what is happening 
in 1986, he is dead wrong on this issue. 

I want to work with employers and I 
think in the House bill we do that. We 
are going to provide a biometric tam-
per-proof identification card so when 
we get this combined program done, 
and we do not have to do it all in the 
next 2 weeks, and I think if we can get 
the Senate to agree as my great col-
league and Senator from Georgia, 
JOHNNY ISAKSON said, let’s get the bor-
der secured first. We can do the rest of 
this stuff, which is in my opinion sort 
of cosmetic surgery, once you stop the 
hemorrhaging. 

If we go back and look at a tem-
porary worker program and what to do 
with the 11 million that are here ille-
gally, I personally think, yes, they 
should pay back taxes, pay a fine, pass 
a criminal background check and then 
be notified that they have got about a 
year to make arrangements to go back 
home, to go to the border and then get 
in one of three lines. 

One line would be to stay home, de-
cide that they want to stay in their 
country of origin. The second line 
would be the temporary worker pro-
gram. We could even give those who 
have been in this country for more 
than 5 years working and passing all 
those litmus tests, good people, we 
could put them in the front of the tem-
porary worker line; or if they wanted 
to come back in this country as perma-
nent legal residents and get on a track 
to citizenship, then they could get in 
that line. 

Maybe it is too simple. Maybe I am a 
simple kind of guy. That is the way I 
see it. 

I want to thank the judge for taking 
the time tonight and giving me a 
chance to share my thoughts with my 
colleagues. 

Mr. CARTER. Reclaiming my time, I 
want to thank my colleague for joining 
us here tonight. He is always a very 
calming influence when he addresses 
the House, and I am always fascinated 
to listen to him speak. 

This is my whole premise that I was 
talking about, Mr. Speaker, is that it 
is time that we take a deep breath and 
address one of the biggest issues that 
this House has had to deal with in a 
long time and an issue that actually 
can be, as has been explained here to-
night, a nation-changing issue. 

I personally have a great, as I started 
out saying, have a great compassion 
for our neighbors to the south. And I 
welcome good, honest legal citizens of 
this country as does everyone. And no 
one in this House is talking about the 
Trail of Tears massive deportation to 
the border. We have issues that have to 
be addressed. But the problem, the 
hemorrhaging, the bleeding is at the 
border today. That is where we have 
got to go and get this slowed down and 
get it ready. And then you know I 
would like to hear quite honestly from 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. We have never really. 

The Democrats’ plan for immigration 
does not seem to be out there today. I 
would like to hear their solution to the 
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problem. I would like for both sides of 
the aisle to sit down and say, let’s 
work this thing out intelligently. And 
I will give you just one example, a cou-
ple examples not being addressed. One 
right now, there is a tremendous back-
log on background investigations of 
people who are coming and have come 
into this country illegally to get their 
visas extended. They have to have a 
background check or to get into this 
country with a background check. 
That thing could take anywhere from 
18 months and the backlog just once 
they start processing it, it can take up 
to 18 months or longer. 

Right now in my part of Texas, our 
San Antonio office is working on the 
years 1998, 1999 and 2000. We are going 
to take that system in its present con-
dition and dump 15 million-plus people 
into that system for background 
checks? Or do they get to miss that 
part that the legal immigrants have to 
take? 

Health exams have to be done for ev-
eryone that comes in the United 
States. What are we going to do to ex-
amine the health of 15 million people 
in this country to make sure that there 
are not communicable diseases in this 
country? This is an issue that is part of 
our law. It is required by law. If we are 
going to process them, that needs to be 
here. 

Then a question I do not hear any-
body addressing is what do we do to the 
people who do not join our program? 
We love America and we think every-
body comes here to be an American cit-
izen. But I can tell you from personal 
conversations with people who have 
come here, I have worked building 
fences side by side with folks that, I 
never asked them, but since they did 
not speak any English and they told 
me they were from Mexico, I kind of 
figured they were illegal aliens. I can 
tell you, they didn’t come here to be 
American citizens. They came here to 
work. And their families were back in 
Mexico, and they really wanted to go 
back there. And they sent 80 percent of 
their paycheck home because they 
were able to live on social services over 
here so they can afford to do that. 

Now, what about the guy who says, 
well, that is great, but I do not want to 
pay back taxes and I do not want to 
pay a $200 fine, and I do not want to get 
a health check, and I do not want to 
get a background check; I will just 
stay in the shadows. Are we addressing 
that issue? Are there going to be con-
sequences to those people who continue 
to stay in the shadows? If you care 
about the people that come in here, do 
we want anybody in this country start-
ing their life on American soil under 
the cloud of criminal behavior? 

But we know that 15 million people 
crossed our borders and broke the law. 
I did not say felony. I did not give a 
classification. I said broke the law. We 
have laws in this country, and it was 
broken. Let’s be intelligent. Let’s be 
smart. Let’s seal the borders, put our 
resources there and then study this 

program and get a system that we can 
administer and we can work and we 
can pay for. 

f 

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KUHL of New York). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 4, 
2005, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
RYAN) is recognized until midnight as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, once 
again we are coming to the floor of the 
House of Representatives representing 
the 30-something Working Group. My 
co-chair will be here shortly, Congress-
man KENDRICK MEEK from Florida. And 
we want to thank our minority leader, 
Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. HOYER and Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. JOHN LARSON, our vice 
chair of our caucus, for allowing us the 
opportunity to come down here and 
speak not only on behalf of our caucus 
but on behalf of what we feel to be the 
opinion of many of those folks out in 
the country that are facing some of the 
challenges that have come from the 
legislation, that has come out of this 
Chamber, and has in many ways bur-
dened them and their families because 
of the lack of leadership, quite frankly, 
Mr. Speaker, that has been coming out 
of this Chamber and out of 1600 Penn-
sylvania Avenue. 

Www.HouseDemocrats.gov/30-Some-
thing for those Members and loyal fans 
who would want to drop us an e-mail 
about their opinion of what we are say-
ing here, an opinion of what is going on 
in the government. 

I would like to start off today talk-
ing a little bit about unfairness and 
lack of investment in the future of the 
United States of America. This is a 
chart that is the Republican tax plan, 
an overview. And this overview will 
show you who is benefiting most from 
the tax cuts that the Republican ma-
jority has passed over and over and 
over again; and how this tax cut has 
disproportionately favored those peo-
ple who make more than a million dol-
lars a year. 

Now, I think it is important, Mr. 
Speaker, for all of us to understand at 
this juncture that we do not have any 
money to give back in the form of tax 
cuts. We are borrowing $500 billion a 
year from the Chinese Government, 
from the Japanese government, from 
the OPEC countries, and borrowing 
that money and giving it back to the 
wealthiest people in our country in the 
form of tax cuts for millionaires, $16 
billion in corporate welfare for the en-
ergy companies, primarily the oil com-
panies. 

So when you go to the gas pump, Mr. 
Speaker, and you ask yourself why is 
gas so high and the oil company profits 
so high and then you actually think 
about public tax dollars going to sub-
sidize the oil industry, that really gets 
your goat. So not only are your gas 
taxes high, your gas prices are high, 
but the public tax dollars that you 
send down here instead of going into 

education, instead of going into health 
care, instead of going into broadband 
service for all of the citizens in the 
country, instead of going to clinics, in-
stead of going into all of these art pro-
grams and sports programs across the 
country, Mr. Speaker, the American 
tax dollar is going to subsidize the 
most profitable industry in the entire 
country. $16 billion is going from the 
pockets of hardworking Americans all 
over the country to the oil companies. 

b 2315 
It is that simple, Mr. Speaker. It is 

that simple, and what we want to talk 
about tonight is how a Democratic ma-
jority in this House will begin to re-
form and transform these horrendous 
decisions that have been made and get 
our country going in a direction that is 
going to benefit all. 

We will ask, as Democrats, everyone 
to contribute and we will ask and de-
mand that everyone benefits from 
those basic contributions. We are going 
to challenge this country to move for-
ward in a direction that is going to 
benefit everybody, and the days of we 
are going to take the public tax dollars 
and we are going to give them to this 
special interest group that is in the oil 
industry and we are going to let them 
move forward, those days are going to 
be over as of January 3, 2007. 

We need a government, we need a 
Congress, we need an executive branch 
that is dynamic, that is mobile, that is 
agile, that can move in the context of 
an information economy. As businesses 
are going down the road, government is 
holding them back because we are not 
investing in our workers. We are not 
investing in education. We are not in-
vesting in making sure people are 
healthy. 

To just illustrate how terrible the de-
cisions have been, when you look at all 
the problems in our country, when you 
look at college tuition costs doubling, 
when you look at health care costs 
going up by 10, 15, 20 percent a year, 
when you look at the lack of invest-
ment into K–12 and the unfunded man-
dates from No Child Left Behind, when 
you look at all this and then you have 
the backdrop of what the Republican 
Congress is doing night in and night 
out in the United States Congress, this 
chart is the Republican tax plan. 

Now, I know my friend Mr. MEEK, we 
are probably two of the more conserv-
ative Democrat Members. I am the 
most conservative Democrat Member 
in the Ohio delegation. Now, we would 
love to go to all of our constituents 
and say you all get a tax cut; this is 
going to be great. It would be good for 
us politically to be able to say that. 
Look what the Republicans are doing. 

This big yellow bar here is what a 
millionaire got in the 2006 tax rec-
onciliation bill. They will get $42,000 
back. A millionaire will get $42,000 
back. If you make $500,000, you will get 
$4,500 back. If you make $200,000, you 
will get $1,395 back, and then if you 
make $100,000 you will get $400 back. If 
you make $40,000, you will get $17 back. 
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Is this not disproportionate? If those 

people who say, Mr. Speaker, well, the 
millionaire pays more in tax, we do not 
have the money to give these people to 
begin with. We are borrowing the 
$42,000 from China to give the million-
aire a tax break. We do not have money 
to give anybody, let alone the wealthi-
est people in the country, give them 
$42,000 back. We are borrowing the 
money, Mr. Speaker. We are borrowing 
money from China to give a millionaire 
$42,000 back. 

Now, if you think that is good public 
policy, then you need to make sure 
that you vote for your Republican 
Member of Congress because this pol-
icy will continue. Guess what, in 10 
years your kids are going to have a big 
bill that is going to come in the mail 
to them that they are going to have to 
pay the taxes, the debt, the deficit, the 
bill to the Chinese Government, to the 
Japanese government, to the OPEC 
countries, that the money went to pay 
a millionaire $42,000 back. 

Those people who think that this 
money, the $42,000 that a millionaire 
gets back, is going to somehow get in-
vested back into the American econ-
omy, they have not been around for the 
last 15 or 20 years because this million-
aire is taking their $42,000, Mr. Speak-
er, and they are putting that in an 
international fund that is going to 
yield good returns. They are going to 
invest that money in a stock that is 
going to invest in a business in China, 
in Asia. That is what is going to hap-
pen. Where is the benefit to the Amer-
ican people? 

All we are saying is that we need to 
begin to invest in the common good. 
Everybody contributes, everybody ben-
efits. 

I would love to go tell this person, 
and I do not know many people like 
this made more than $1 million last 
year. I am from Youngstown, Ohio. 
Niles, Ohio and Akron, Ohio, is the dis-
trict I represent. I would think that we 
would have the courage to ask this per-
son to please pay their fair share, that 
they are getting a tax cut of $42,000 and 
we have got to borrow it from China, 
do you still want it? We are giving $16 
billion to the oil companies. Please, 
someone in leadership in the United 
States Government, in the Republican 
party who controls the House, the Sen-
ate and the White House, somebody in 
the Republican party call in Lee Ray-
mond, call in one of these CEOs from 
one of the oil companies and just say 
to them, we do not have $16 billion to 
give you in corporate welfare, I am 
sorry. I know we may have had a deal 
before the election, but you know 
what, I am sorry, and we do not have 
that money now for you, and we have 
to invest that money in the broadband 
access for everyone in the country; we 
have got to invest that money into re-
ducing the costs of college education; 
we have got to invest that money into 
increasing the health and welfare of 
the general public; we have got to fund 
No Child Left Behind; we need more en-

gineers and scientists; we need 3 mil-
lion health care workers in the next 
decade or so. We need 1 million nurses 
in the next decade or so. 

I would be happy to yield to my 
friend Mr. MEEK. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it 
has just been truly a pleasure watching 
you share not only with the Members, 
Mr. Speaker, but also with the Amer-
ican people, and we wonder how we got 
to where we are now. I am just won-
dering how did we got to where we are 
now? 

Mr. Speaker, I think we have gotten 
there because of this rubber stamp that 
is here. It is not just a rubber stamp. It 
is the Republican Congress rubber 
stamp, and it is very, very unfortunate 
that the people that are paying the 
price for this rubber stamp are the 
American people at the gas pump. This 
is graduation time. A lot of parents are 
going to see their children walk across 
the stage, but guess what, college as-
sistance and affordable loans will not 
be there for those children because we 
are willing to give $42,000, $43,000 in tax 
breaks to millionaires. 

The Republican Congress says they 
gave tax cuts for the American people. 
Yes, they are American people, too, but 
I am not talking about the middle 
class. The middle class family does not 
consider themselves millionaires. 

I am holding this rubber stamp be-
cause this is what got us here. Mr. 
RYAN talks about paying for that. Let 
us put that rubber stamp over here. 

How we are paying for it is we are 
making history in all the wrong places: 
224 years, $1.01 trillion borrowed, Mr. 
Speaker, over 224-year, 42 Presidents 
combined, $1.01 trillion. The Repub-
lican Congress and President Bush, he 
could not do it without the Republican 
Congress, has been able to borrow $1.05 
trillion over just 4 years. 224 years 
versus 4 years, even though we are at 
war, even though we have little health 
care for Americans, if any, and Mr. 
Speaker, we have given out tax breaks 
to the oil companies. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. So you are saying 
that that money that we are borrowing 
could pay for tax cuts. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. And the special 
giveaways and special interests. 

Let me just quickly, I just want to 
make the point here. Oil companies, 
look at the subsidies and look at the 
profits. They have reaped $113 billion in 
record breaking profits in 2005; 2004, $84 
billion; 2003, $59 billion; 2002, $34 bil-
lion. It is coincidental, Mr. Speaker, 
that after the meeting at the White 
House with the oil companies, that was 
uncovered, after they denied all of this, 
that they were a part of the working 
group, that the profit level went up. 

Now, I am not just a Member with a 
conspiracy theory, but just the other 
day in the Democratic Caucus, we had 
a gentleman that came to speak to us 
about alternative fuel sources. The 
question was asked, well, is not the oil 
companies, I mean, they have commer-
cials going on talking about how they 

are investing in alternative fuels. This 
is an actual shot of a pump at an 
ExxonMobil station. Here you have 
regular, you have special and then you 
have super plus. 

But this is the interesting part, Mr. 
Speaker, because this is the ethanol 
part here that says E–85 which is an al-
ternative fuel. Guess what is happening 
here. This sign here, and I hope that, 
Mr. Speaker, the Members can see it. 
You cannot use your Mobil credit card. 

So basically what they are saying is 
that you can use your credit card for 
the gas because we want to keep you 
on this stuff, but if you get a vehicle 
with alternative fuels, even though you 
are a customer of ours, you cannot use 
our card for that fuel. Now, I guarantee 
you I can walk into the little food mart 
here at that ExxonMobil and buy a 
case of sodas if I wanted to with my 
ExxonMobil card. Someone who is a 
smoker can buy eight packs of ciga-
rettes. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Sunflower seeds. 
Mr. MEEK of Florida. Sunflower 

seeds, what have you, but we cannot 
buy alternative fuels. 

Now, meanwhile, back at the ranch, I 
see the ExxonMobil CEO on The Today 
Show, and he is saying, oh, we believe 
in innovation and alternative fuels, but 
that is not what it is saying at the 
pump, Mr. Speaker. 

So I think that when we start look-
ing at what is wrong with the Repub-
lican majority and what we are willing 
to do, if the American people sees fit to 
put Democrats in control of this House, 
that we will fight the big oil compa-
nies. We will make sure that there is 
no price gouging. It will not be a ques-
tion of having to appoint a group to go 
out and look at this issue. They will no 
longer have the kind of open access 
special interests has had in this House 
and that is a fact. That is not fiction; 
that is fact. 

So I think it is important when you 
start looking at all the money that is 
being borrowed to fund the millionaire 
tax break, all the money that is being 
borrowed to make sure that special in-
terests get their tax cut and their sub-
sidies and all these things, meanwhile 
the American people are paying for it. 

I am not going to pull this stuff off 
the chart tonight, but these are the 
countries that are owning a part of the 
American apple pie due to the fact they 
want to have the great American give-
away. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
just want to make one point as you 
were talking about the oil companies. 
They have really become, and I do not 
say this in a derogatory way, they have 
become dinosaurs, and the Republican 
majority has just consistently re-
affirmed their prehistoric nature be-
cause we are in a new economy. We are 
in a knowledge-based economy. We are 
in an economy that can figure out how 
to not use fossil fuels, how to figure 
out how to use different things. They 
run the gamut. 
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Let us invest in those things and fig-

ure out a way that we are not so de-
pendent on the CEOs who are making 
$400 million, God bless them, retire-
ment package of $2 million tax break, 
God bless you, but not at the expense 
of everyone else. 

The dinosaur approach no longer 
works. We cannot have a government 
that just consistently lives in an age 
that no longer exists. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ), my friend. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I have been listening to both of you 
banter back and forth about gas prices, 
and what I hear in both of your voices 
is your desire to get to the core of what 
we obviously are all baffled about 
which is why. I mean, why over the last 
15 to 20 years has there not been an ef-
fort, and let us say in the last dozen 
years, has there not been an effort to 
make a real commitment to fix this, to 
head this off at the pass, to make sure 
that our constituents are not consist-
ently having to pay, for the foreseeable 
future, if not forever, more than $3 a 
gallon for gas? 

I guess because I am the newest 
among the three of us I have reached 
the conclusion that obviously the Re-
publicans do not have the joints that 
they need on the side of their neck be-
cause their heads do not appear to go 
this way. They only go this way, like 
this bobblehead elephant. Apparently, 
they only know how to say yes, Mr. 
Speaker; yes, Mr. President; yes, CEO 
of oil companies; I am happy to do your 
bidding in whatever it is that you like. 

b 2330 

Their necks, unlike ours, don’t ap-
pear to go horizontal, or side to side. 
Because if they did, then their voting 
record would reflect ours and the val-
ues of the American people a lot more 
closely, and they would not have voted 
in favor of the energy bill they put for-
ward last summer, when they held the 
vote open for 40 straight minutes to en-
sure they could twist enough arms to 
get the bill to pass and give away the 
subsidies and the oil leasing rights that 
we own as a United States Govern-
ment. And instead of collecting the 
royalties from the oil companies, we 
gave them away and allowed them to 
drill essentially for free, or to dras-
tically reduce the rate. 

That action and the lack of a com-
mitment to funding alternative energy 
research and the cozy relationship that 
the Bush administration has with the 
Saudis and with the OPEC leaders, that 
is what has caused us to be in the mess 
that we are in. And you don’t see any 
commitment on the part of the Repub-
lican leadership here to make any sig-
nificant change. 

The only place you see an effort to 
make a significant change and take 
this country in a new direction on oil 
prices and gas prices is through the 
Democratic agenda, the innovation 

agenda, where we pledged, when we 
rolled out our innovation agenda under 
Leader PELOSI’s leadership, to become 
energy independent within 10 years. 
And that is possible through the use of 
ethanol. 

I just saw the gentleman who made 
that presentation to our caucus on 
CNN the other night for a solid hour, 
and he literally outlined how it was 
possible for us to begin to make a com-
mitment in agriculture through corn, 
which we are already doing in the Mid-
west, in your area, Mr. RYAN, but also 
it could be done in my area with sugar 
cane, in Louisiana and in the mid 
northwest with sugar beets. I mean, it 
is possible for us to really make an ef-
fort to invest in ethanol. 

Brazil did it. Brazil is now com-
pletely independent of foreign oil. They 
manufacture vehicles that run on eth-
anol. They have hybrid and ethanol- 
only automobiles. That is something 
that is entirely possible in this country 
within 10 years. Unfortunately, the 
heads of the Members on this side of 
the aisle only go one way. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And the distinc-
tion is quite clear. We want to do 
broadband access to every household, 
we want to be energy independent in a 
decade, we want to fund research and 
development, and we want to have a 
tax credit for venture capitalists to 
come in and pump money into those in-
dustries. The Republican majority 
wants to give the oil companies $16 bil-
lion. It is that simple. 

Put us in charge and we will have an 
energy independent Nation in 10 years, 
period. Let’s get the country going in 
that direction, Mr. MEEK. And like Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ said, we can use 
sugar cane, we can use ethanol, we can 
use biodiesel, and we can use wind. We 
can use all these things. And nuclear. 
We could piece this thing together, but 
there’s got to be a commitment to say 
why do we have all our eggs in one bas-
ket right now. 

And then you look at the problems in 
the Middle East and all the rest that 
we have. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And I 
actually should have mentioned some-
thing else. You are a Midwesterner, but 
we have coastlines in both of our dis-
tricts in Florida, and obviously the 
United States is surrounded by coast-
line. What was the answer to our long- 
term and short-term energy needs that 
the Republicans put forward the other 
day? I mean, fortunately, we pieced to-
gether enough Members to defeat it, 
but that was to bring oil drilling and 
natural gas drilling within three miles 
of the coast of this country. 

And it is understandable that a lot of 
our Midwestern colleagues voted to do 
that, because they are desperate to 
make sure that something happens and 
there is some movement on this. But 
had our Republican colleagues had a 
little foresight, had they actually had 
any interest in not, for lack of a better 
term, no, I won’t use that expression, 
had they had any interest in not con-

tinuing to give significant assistance 
to the oil industry, then they would 
have not needed to make that short- 
term, shortsighted last-ditch effort so-
lution to prevent minivan moms like 
me from having to pay $55 in filling up 
their gas tanks, which is what I just 
did the other day when I was driving 
my kids around. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. The American 
people expect us to come here and 
come up with solutions; to be creative 
and figure out how do we fix the prob-
lem, not to subsidize with the public 
tax money the very problem that we 
are having. We are making the problem 
worse. 

Not only are we giving the oil compa-
nies more money, but we could have 
cut a deal with them. We could say to 
the oil companies, you are in on it. 
Make money off it. Hire people, do eth-
anol. You are in. Make money. Make 
lots of money. But don’t do it at the 
expense that we are having now, the 
expense of the American people. 

I think when you look at our agenda, 
when you take a real look, and this 
isn’t about, Mr. Speaker, being on Fox 
News or MSNBC and two people 
screaming at each other about who is 
this and who is that. It is not about 
that. These are real solutions. And 
anybody who is watching this debate or 
this discussion here, this is about what 
we have in store for the American peo-
ple. These are our plans: broadband for 
every household, energy independence 
in the next 10 years. 

Go to our Web site, 
www.housedemocrats.gov/30something. 
Go to our Web site, see these charts, 
and look at us. We want to open this 
government up. Look at our plan. Ex-
amine it; you will like it. It is futuris-
tic. It is about what the country is 
going to look like in 10 years. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. RYAN and 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, it is just not 
natural to think that the oil industry, 
the CEOs, the board members of the oil 
industry will say, well, we want to do 
the right thing. Matter of fact, we are 
going to take money out of our pockets 
and profits and we are going to put it 
on the table and we are going to make 
America energy independent. 

It goes against financial logic for 
them. Their stockholders now are mak-
ing more money than they have ever 
made in the history of the country. 
When they have their shareholder 
meetings, Mr. Speaker, they do not go 
there and say, boy, people are paying a 
lot of money at the pump. What should 
we do? What should we do? No. We are 
making more money than we have ever 
made in our lives, and we are being 
subsidized by the Republican majority 
in Congress. What can we do to keep 
the Republican majority in control of 
the Congress so we can continue get-
ting what we are getting? That is what 
is happening. 

What has to happen on behalf of the 
American people, they have to have a 
Congress that is willing to say, you 
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know, that is not going to happen any 
more. We are going to make sure we 
work very hard so we can start strok-
ing away from this kind of business 
here. Folks are talking out of both 
sides of their mouths saying that, oh, 
we believe in innovation and in alter-
native fuels, yet at the same time de-
nying their customers the right to use 
their credit card to buy ethanol. 

This is on a pump. This is on the 
pump. This is on the pump. This is not 
something that some environmental 
group ran out and put a sticker on a 
pump. You can pull up to an 
ExxonMobil station now and see that 
on the pump. That is very unfortunate, 
Mr. Speaker. It is not natural for that 
to happen. 

It is not natural for the Republican 
majority to say, well, Mr. President, 
we don’t agree with your tax policy be-
cause its wrong that we are borrowing 
money from foreign nations and we are 
selling America way. It is not natural. 
It is not natural for the Republican 
majority to say we have to have over-
sight. We have to make sure that we 
have no more Hurricane Katrinas. 

Yes, there were some committees 
that met and found out the obvious, 
that things went wrong. But there were 
no solutions that came out of the re-
port of the partisan committee here in 
the House. 

It is not natural for the Republican 
majority to stand up to companies that 
are raking in record profits off the 
backs of the American people. This is 
well documented. And, Mr. Speaker, I 
am not even going to beg the Repub-
lican majority to do the right thing at 
this point, because history doesn’t re-
flect that they are willing to be bipar-
tisan in a way that will benefit all 
Americans, with making sure we work 
in a bipartisan way. 

One thing our leadership has said and 
one thing we have embraced here in the 
30-something Group is that when the 
American people see fit, hopefully in 
November, if they are willing to have a 
Democratic Congress to stand up to 
this White House and to stand up to 
the special interests here in Wash-
ington, D.C., then we will have biparti-
sanship. Because bipartisanship can 
only happen when the leadership allows 
it. I am saying the leadership in charge 
allows bipartisanship. 

Mr. Speaker, well documented. There 
are conference committees when we 
pass a bill in the House and the Senate 
that comes together and the Demo-
cratic members are not even welcome 
to the conference committee to sit and 
talk about the ideas and exchange with 
the Senate so we can send a positive 
package to the President of the United 
States. That is not happening. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, as I close, and 
then I am going to be quiet, because I 
just want to make this last little point. 

It is unfortunate that it is not nat-
ural for the Republican majority to do 

the right thing. I don’t care if you are 
a Republican or an Independent or a 
Democrat, or you are thinking about 
voting and you are 171⁄2 years old and 
you can register and vote in November, 
you have to have a problem. Or 17 and 
about to vote in November, because 
you have to be 18. You have to have a 
problem the way the Republican major-
ity has put this country in a bad pos-
ture for the future and the present. 

If I don’t say anything else tonight, I 
just want to make sure that the Mem-
bers understand what they are doing to 
the country. Not to Democrats. We are 
all in this. When we go to the pumps, 
they don’t have a price for Democrats 
and a price for Republicans and a price 
for Independents. We are all paying the 
same price. We are all paying the same 
price at the pump. 

So when folks pass policy and say, 
oh, well, we got what we wanted. It is 
not about carrying the Republican 
leadership on your shoulder saying we 
beat the Democrats on this one. No, 
you beat the American people, and the 
American people have had enough of it. 

We are here to make it abundantly 
clear, and we are carrying a message 
on behalf of all our colleagues on this 
side of the aisle, and hopefully a few 
Republicans on that sides of the aisle, 
that we are willing to lead on behalf of 
the American people and not K Street, 
not the special interests, not some-
body’s cousin that happened to get a 
lobbying job that came here to get the 
right policy here, like they did in the 
White House on these oil companies. 

Am I upset? You’re doggone right I 
am upset. So I just want to make sure 
that we are clear on that, crystal; that 
everyone understands and we break 
this down so that the average Joe and 
Sue and Sally can understand what we 
are talking about here. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. You 
know, what we always try to do here 
on the 30-something time is to help 
people understand that we are not just 
offering our own opinions. And I think 
it would be helpful to illuminate for 
folks and for the Members, Mr. Speak-
er, just exactly what has gone down 
here in this Chamber and the opportu-
nities that the Republicans have lit-
erally just cast aside. 

Let us take a walk down the energy 
memory lane in the last several 
months, just since I have been here. 
Ninety-eight percent of House Repub-
licans voted to let the oil companies 
keep their exorbitant profits. This was 
the week of April 28. The vote was on 
April 27, excuse me. And what they did 
was, the House Republicans rejected a 
Democratic effort to accept Senate 
provisions in the tax bill that would 
have removed $5 billion worth of sub-
sidies and tax loopholes for large oil 
companies. 

In other words, they would have re-
moved the subsidies and tax loopholes 
worth $5 billion to oil companies, but 
House Republicans refused to do that. 
Ninety-eight percent of them voted to 
do that. Again, I don’t think your rub-
ber stamp is big enough, Mr. MEEK. 

Let’s talk about price gouging. It is 
really interesting. Before I came here, 
I was at home for a little while and I 
was watching CNN and saw a Senate 
colleague, to stay within the House 
rules, commenting at a hearing on oil 
prices. This was a Senate Republican, 
and he was using very tough talk and 
grilling the oil companies that were be-
fore him. Essentially, the announcer, 
the commentator on CNN, was talking 
about how this particular individual 
had previously never been in favor of 
legislation and had voted against every 
opportunity to rein in the oil industry 
and to try to bring some sanity to the 
direction that we are moving in terms 
of our energy policy. 

But literally I watched him say it, he 
said to the oil industry representative 
that the American people were getting 
a little bit cranky and tired of this, 
and that he was getting ready to do 
something serious. What, I don’t know, 
but if we have reached the point where 
even someone who has never voted to 
regulate the oil and gas industry is 
considering doing that, then you know 
that the American people have reached 
their breaking point. 

Because in terms of price gouging, it 
has been a totally different story. The 
Republican leadership in either 
57chamber has never supported adopt-
ing price gouging legislation. 

b 2345 
In September 2005, Democrats pro-

posed legislation to establish a Federal 
ban, this was a Democratic proposal, a 
Federal ban on price gouging for oil, 
gasoline and other petroleum products 
during national emergencies; provide 
civil and criminal penalties for price 
gouging; ban market manipulation; 
and require greater transparency in oil 
and gasoline markets. 

This was supported by a majority in 
the Senate, but it was blocked by Re-
publicans in the House. And that vote 
took place on November 17, 2005. 

So there has never been an interest. 
In fact, there has been a specific inter-
est in continuing to prop up the oil 
company profits. We have third-party 
validator after third-party validator 
that back this up, so this is not the 
DEBBIE, TIM and KENDRICK show where 
we are spewing our opinions. There are 
facts to back up the things we are say-
ing. We are hopeful that the American 
people understand who is for true en-
ergy independence and moving this 
country in the right direction and who 
is just kidding. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tlewoman because not only did you 
have third-party validators, I think we 
have some of the most important third- 
party validators to what we are saying 
here. 

The next five posters are strong, con-
servative Republicans with credentials 
in the conservative community well 
beyond anything we will ever have. 

This is Pat Toomey, former Member 
of Congress, president of Club for 
Growth. He says in the Philadelphia In-
quirer on May 8: Republicans have 
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abandoned the principles of limited 
government and fiscal discipline. He 
went on to say: There is a very high 
level of frustration and disappointment 
among rank-and-file Republicans when 
they see a Republican-controlled Con-
gress engaging in an obscene level of 
wasteful spending. 

This next quote is from a guy who 
gave birth to the Republican revolu-
tion in 1994. He said, at the end of 
March, a congressional watchdog agen-
cy recently smuggled a truck carrying 
nuclear material into the country to 
test security; he said: Why isn’t the 
President pounding on the table? Why 
isn’t he sending in 16 reform bills? 

Mr. Gingrich went on to cite a series 
of blunders under Republican rule, 
from failures in the aftermath of Hurri-
cane Katrina to mismanagement of the 
war in Iraq. He said the government 
has squandered billions of dollars in 
Iraq. That is from Newt Gingrich, 
former Speaker, conservative Repub-
lican. 

He went on to say in the same arti-
cle: They are seen, the Republicans, 
and as my good friend from Florida 
loves to point out, the man who gave 
birth to the Republican revolution, is 
now calling the Republican majority 
they; they are seen by the country as 
being in charge of a government that 
cannot function. 

This is not the Democratic Party 
saying this; these are conservative Re-
publicans who had some ideals that see 
this Republican Congress unable to 
govern the country. 

Pick an issue. The war, down. 
Pick an issue. The prescription drug 

bill, not working. 
Pick an issue. Hurricane Katrina, 

FEMA, not working. 
Education costs, through the roof. 
You are in charge. You are in charge 

of the House and the Senate and the 
White House. 

Pick an issue. Pick an issue in this 
country, oil prices, gas prices, energy 
costs, health care costs. 

Pick an issue. Unable to govern. Un-
able to govern. And it is not my opin-
ion; it is not your opinion. This is their 
people saying they do not know how to 
govern. 

We want an opportunity. Then we 
find out, Tuesday, 26.5 million vet-
erans’ information is stolen. You can-
not consistently run down government 
and then expect it to work. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. You know why 
it is breaking down, because special in-
terests have been allowed to infiltrate 
the U.S. House of Representatives. The 
K Street Project until denounced a few 
months ago was alive and well in the 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

Mr. Speaker, you know it. I know it. 
The majority and minority know it. 
Articles were written, you have to be a 
part of the K Street Project or you are 
out of it. There was one Member of this 
House who said if they are not on the 
list as being a part of the K Street 
Project that is contributing to make 
sure that Republicans stay in the ma-

jority here in the House, and that also 
means if they did not hire staffers or 
ex-staffers that Republican leadership 
Members asked them to hire, they were 
not going to have access. 

I am going to read this Washington 
Post article, Wednesday, November 16, 
2005, front page: White House docu-
ments show executives from big oils 
companies met with the Vice Presi-
dent’s energy task force in 2001. 

Well, let us look at the chart. What 
happened in 2002 after they met? Wow, 
$34 billion in profits. 

‘‘Something long expected by envi-
ronmentalists but denied as recent as 
last week by industry officials testi-
fying before Congress. A document ob-
tained this week by The Washington 
Post,’’ and that was November 2005, 
‘‘shows that officials from ExxonMobil, 
Phillips, Shell Oil and BP, Inc., met in 
the White House complex with Che-
ney’s aides who were developing na-
tional energy policies, parts of which 
became law and parts of which are still 
being debated.’’ 

The bottom line is it is just not nat-
ural for the Republican majority to be 
part of my revolution. Their revolution 
is making sure that the special inter-
ests get what they want, not the revo-
lution of accountability or any Con-
tract for America that they came up 
with. 

So they got in majority, and they 
lost touch with the rhetoric that they 
were sharing with the American peo-
ple, and look at what happened. 

The facts, after the meeting in the 
White House complex was documented, 
not the fact that the White House came 
forward and said, we had a meeting; no, 
we had to do some insight and inves-
tigation. And guess what? The Amer-
ican spirit broke through, and some-
body said, yes, there was a meeting, I 
was there. Not me, but the person who 
reported that. There was $34 billion in 
profits after the meeting. Let us look 
at the profits here. I think that was a 
pretty good meeting on behalf of the 
special interests. 

That is why Mr. Toomey is saying 
what he is saying. That is why Mr. 
Gingrich is saying what he is saying, 
and that is the reason why the average 
American person is saying, I am not 
voting party; I am voting for my fam-
ily. I am not voting because somebody 
said, you are a Republican and this is 
what you have to do. I am not a reg-
istered Republican, but I guarantee 
you those people who delivered the Re-
publican majority in this House voted 
for the things that they were promised 
some 12–14 years ago, not what is going 
on right now here in this House. 

If they want a change, they have an 
opportunity to do it, and we want to 
make sure that everyone knows they 
have the power, and not to believe the 
rhetoric of the 30-second ad about why 
you need to elect me because the facts 
are not there on the majority’s behalf, 
the Republican majority’s behalf, that 
they are going to deliver for the aver-
age American worker, the average 

American senior citizen, the average 
American child that is trying to get an 
education. Because when they walk 
across that stage this week and next 
week, they are going to pay more than 
ever for their education, and it comes 
by way of the cuts in the budget to 
make sure that oil companies and mil-
lionaires get their tax breaks, and 
make sure that individuals who are 
carrying out bad policy as it relates to 
not having a strategy in Iraq continue 
to carry on that bad policy, and no one 
can wave an Independent or Republican 
or Democratic flag and say what is 
happening right now is good in Con-
gress. 

What we have to do is change the ma-
jority in this House to a Democratic 
majority because we have the will and 
the desire to lead, and I believe the 
American people know. And I believe 
the Republican majority knows it. I 
think it is going to happen, and it is 
going to happen because of what they 
have not done and what we are willing 
to do. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I actu-
ally think you are being presumptuous 
because you touched a nerve when you 
said you think the Republicans lost 
touch along the way at some point. 
That presumes that they were ever in 
touch because when we listen to re-
marks on the floor of this House where 
commentary is made that, for example, 
people who make $40,000 a year do not 
pay taxes, when you know you pay up-
wards of $50 to fill up a gas tank, you 
scratch your head and wonder, who 
pumps their gas? 

When you cannot determine whether 
they know what the cost of groceries 
are, are they shopping for food? Who is 
talking to them in their districts? Are 
they driven around in limousines? Be-
cause all of the indicators, their desire 
to maintain tax cuts for the wealthiest 
among us, all of the indicators are 
there that they really are that out of 
touch. 

I mean, just to have it stated on the 
floor of this House that people who 
make $40,000 do not pay taxes, that is 
just unbelievable. But then just take 
the tax cut bill, the rubber-stamp Re-
publican Congress, literally and the 
walk down memory lane that we have 
been going through turned the pro-
jected $5.6 trillion record surplus into a 
record deficit of $3.2 trillion. The Presi-
dent has quadrupled our debt held by 
China. The tax bill that was signed, 
Americans making $20,000 annually get 
$2 and Americans making $40,000 get 
$16. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Can you imagine 
somebody getting a $2 tax break? 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. When I 
ask people in my district in town hall 
meetings to raise their hand and show 
me how many have benefited and got 
money in their pocket from the tax cut 
legislation, out of several hundred, I 
get two maybe three hands; that is pre-
posterous. 
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Here is the kicker: Americans mak-

ing more than a million dollars a year 
get a thousand times what people mak-
ing $40,000 get. They get $42,000. We 
have a graphic that we can show that 
means that they can buy a Hummer. 
That is essentially, they are basically 
being given the equivalent of a Hum-
mer. 

Let me just conclude by adding on to 
what Mr. Gingrich has said because he 
also said some things very recently. On 
May 14, on Meet the Press, Mr. Ging-
rich said: I think we have to confront 
the fact that on a variety of fronts, we 
are not getting the performance we 
want. The people in charge have an ob-
ligation to deliver. When you learn 
that maybe as much as $16 billion of 
the $18 billion that we sent to Baghdad 
for economic purposes was not spent ef-
fectively, you know something has to 
change. When you look at Katrina and 
you realize that we, the United States 
Government, paid $1.75 to a general 
contractor who paid 75 cents to a con-
tractor who paid 35 cents to a subcon-
tractor, who paid 10 cents to put the 
blue tarp on what was temporary roof-
ing, then you know something has to 
change. 

The leader from the 1994 Republican 
revolution says something has to 
change. Change is not going from Re-
publican to Republican. It is going 
from Republican to Democrat so we 
can take this country in the direction 
that we really should be going, and so 
that the next generation of Americans 
are going to have an America that they 
can grow up and believe in. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. We have positions 
that are right down the middle. We 
have positions about investing that 
money instead of giving $42,000 in tax 
breaks; making sure that everybody 
has access to broadband; making sure 
people are healthy; and No Child Left 
Behind is funded; and balancing the 
budget by putting paygo rules on that 
won’t allow us to spend money that we 
do not have, that we do not either cut 
from a program or raise revenue some-
where. 

As we are wrapping up here. I had an 
opportunity to go to the Kennedy Li-
brary. Mr. MURTHA received the Pro-
files in Courage Award for his stance 
on the war and coming out against the 
war. I ran into Ted Sorenson, who was 
President Kennedy’s top adviser and 
speech writer. He said, when he was 
with President Kennedy, they never 
submitted a budget to Congress that 
was more than $10 billion off. They 
would maybe have some, but never 
more than $10 billion. 

And when President Bush says this 
Congress has to rein in spending, he 
hasn’t vetoed one spending bill, so 
don’t give us this, and we are supposed 
to believe you. Let us put our faith 
back in the American people here, 
www.housedemocrats.gov/30something. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio (at the request of 
Ms. PELOSI) for May 22 on account of 
business in the district. 

Mr. SNYDER (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today and the balance of 
the week. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mrs. MCCARTHY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ETHERIDGE, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. ROHRABACHER) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. SODREL, for 5 minutes, May 24. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, for 5 minutes, 

May 24. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 1736. An act to provide for the participa-
tion of employees in the judicial branch in 
the Federal leave transfer program for disas-
ters and emergencies. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MEEK. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at midnight), the House ad-
journed until today, Wednesday, May 
24, 2006, at 10 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

7608. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; New Stuyahok, 
AK [Docket No. FAA-2005-22535; Airspace 
Docket No. 05-AAL-24] received February 27, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7609. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Amendment to Jet Route J-158; ID [Docket 
No. FAA-2003-22496; Airspace Docket No. 04- 
ANM-26] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received February 
27, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7610. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Modi-
fication to Class E Airspace; Del Rio, TX 
[Docket No. FAA-2005-23009; Airspace Docket 
No. 2005-ASW-18] received February 27, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7611. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Hillsboro, TX 
[Docket No. FAA-2005-22998; Airspace Docket 
No. 2005-ASW-19] received February 27, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7612. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Arctic Village, 
AK [Docket No. FAA-2005-22021; Airspace 
Docket No. 04-AAL-06] received February 27, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7613. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Tok Junction, 
AK [Docket No. FAA-2005-22537; Airspace 
Docket No. 05-AAL-29] received February 27, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7614. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Nondalton, AK 
[Docket No. FAA-2005-22536; Airspace Docket 
No. 05-AAL-25] received February 27, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7615. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Area Navigation Routes; South-
western and South Central United States 
[Docket No. FAA-2005-21381; Airspace Docket 
No. 05-ASW-2] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received Feb-
ruary 27, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7616. A letter from the Program Anlayst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class D Airspace; Front Range 
Airport, Denver, CO [Docket FAA-2005-20248; 
Airspace Docket 05-AWP-13] received Feb-
ruary 27, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7617. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class D Airspace, Modification of 
Class E; Rogers, AR [Docket No. FAA-2004- 
19599; Airspace Docket No. 2004-ASW-12] re-
ceived February 27, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7618. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Area Navigation Routes; South-
western and South Central United States 
[Docket No. FAA-2005-21381; Airspace Docket 
No. 05-ASW-2] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received Feb-
ruary 27, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7619. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Prohibited Area P-50; Kings Bay, 
GA [Docket No. FAA-2003-15976; Airspace 
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Docket No. 03-AWA-5] (RIN: 2120-AA66) re-
ceived February 27, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7620. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class C Airspace and Revocation 
of Class D Airspace, Orlando Sanford Inter-
national Airport, FL; and Modification of 
the Orlando International Airport Class B 
Airspace Area, FL [Docket No. FAA-2005- 
20700; Airpsace Docket No. 04-AWA-8] (RIN: 
2120-AA66) received February 27, 2006, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

7621. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Modi-
fication of the Minneapolis Class B Airspace 
Area; MN [Docket No. FAA-2003-15471; Air-
space Docket No. 03-AWA-6] (RIN: 2120-AA66) 
received February 27, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Rules. House Resolution 832. Resolution 
providing for consideration of the bill (H.R. 
5427) making appropriations for energy and 
water development for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2007, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 109–479). Referred to the House Cal-
endar. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. REYNOLDS (for himself, Mr. 
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. JONES 
of North Carolina, Mr. DANIEL E. 
LUNGREN of California, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. SOUDER, Ms. 
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 
KUHL of New York, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
MCCOTTER, Mr. BROWN of South Caro-
lina, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. HALL, Mr. 
MILLER of Florida, Mr. JEFFERSON, 
Mr. FOSSELLA, Ms. FOXX, Ms. CARSON, 
and Mr. DUNCAN): 

H.R. 5452. A bill to make the National 
Parks and Federal Recreational Lands Pass 
available at a discount to certain veterans; 
to the Committee on Resources, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Agriculture, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SHIMKUS (for himself, Mr. 
BOUCHER, Mr. AKIN, Mr. COSTELLO, 
Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mr. SKELTON, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, and Mr. POMEROY): 

H.R. 5453. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the excise tax 
credits for certain liquid fuel derived from 
coal; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
H.R. 5454. A bill to authorize salary adjust-

ments for Justices and judges of the United 
States for fiscal year 2007; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SALAZAR: 
H.R. 5455. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Veterans Affairs to provide free credit moni-

toring and credit reports for veterans and 
others affected by the theft of veterans’ per-
sonal data, to ensure that such persons are 
appropriately notified of such thefts, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana: 
H.R. 5456. A bill to respond to the crisis of 

illegal immigration in the United States; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Homeland Secu-
rity, Education and the Workforce, and Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. DOOLITTLE: 
H.R. 5457. A bill to supersede certain judi-

cial orders interfering with the implementa-
tion of amendments to section 235 of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. AL GREEN of Texas (for him-
self, Mr. GORDON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. JACKSON-LEE 
of Texas, and Ms. MATSUI): 

H.R. 5458. A bill to provide for the National 
Science Foundation to make grants for the 
establishment of summer science and mathe-
matics camps for middle school and high 
school students; to the Committee on 
Science. 

By Mrs. JONES of Ohio: 
H.R. 5459. A bill to authorize funds for the 

United States Marshals Service’s Fugitive 
Safe Surrender Program; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KOLBE: 
H.R. 5460. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior, acting through the Bureau of 
Reclamation, to conduct a feasibility study 
of the Sierra Vista Subwatershed in the 
State of Arizona; to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

By Mr. MELANCON (for himself, Mr. 
BAKER, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. JINDAL, 
and Mr. JEFFERSON): 

H.R. 5461. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Army to carry out water resources 
projects and activities for the coastal area of 
Louisiana, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Mrs. MUSGRAVE: 
H.R. 5462. A bill to suspend the Federal 

highway fuels taxes, to authorize the leas-
ing, development, production, and transpor-
tation of oil and gas in and from the Coastal 
Plain of Alaska, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committee on Resources, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mrs. MUSGRAVE: 
H.R. 5463. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to repeal the increase in 
the age of minor children whose unearned in-
come is taxed as if parent’s income; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HINOJOSA: 
H. Con. Res. 413. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing appreciation for the life and service 
of Lloyd Bentsen and expressing sympathy 
to his family; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

By Mr. CLAY (for himself and Mr. 
COSTELLO): 

H. Con. Res. 414. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing and honoring the life achievements 
of Katherine Dunham for being one of the 
world’s most respected dancers, a teacher, 
mentor, choreographer, author, actress, and 
humanitarian; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. 

By Mr. HINCHEY (for himself, Mrs. 
BONO, Mrs. CAPPS, and Mr. 
HAYWORTH): 

H. Res. 833. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives with 
regard to the importance of National Wom-
en’s Health Week, which promotes awareness 
of diseases that affect women and which en-
courages women to take preventive measures 
to ensure good health; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. NORTON: 
H. Res. 834. A resolution congratulating 

Kim Burke-Ables for her exceptional dedica-
tion to the students of Benjamin Banneker 
Academic High School in Washington, D.C. 
and her excellence as a teacher resulting in 
her selection as the 2006 District of Columbia 
Teacher of the Year, in recognition of her 
work; to the Committee on Government Re-
form. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 65: Mr. OSBORNE, Mr. DENT, and Mr. 
MARSHALL. 

H.R. 198: Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 297: Ms. ESHOO and Mr. DAVIS of Illi-

nois. 
H.R. 303: Mr. SAXTON. 
H.R. 354: Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 558: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 
H.R. 697: Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
H.R. 791: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 808: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. DINGELL. 
H.R. 819: Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. 
H.R. 1217: Mr. STUPAK. 
H.R. 1431: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 1494: Mr. KLINE. 
H.R. 1518: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 1558: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 1582: Mr. HAYWORTH. 
H.R. 1594: Ms. HERSETH. 
H.R. 1619: Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 1816: Mr. GOODE. 
H.R. 1872: Mrs. NORTHUP. 
H.R. 2178: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, Mr. 

DEFAZIO, Mr. REYES, and Mr. SERRANO. 
H.R. 2199: Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 2350: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 2390: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 
H.R. 2861: Mr. HAYWORTH. 
H.R. 3022: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. JEFFERSON, 

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, and Mr. CHAN-
DLER. 

H.R. 3034: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 3061: Mrs. NORTHUP. 
H.R. 3082: Mr. EDWARDS. 
H.R. 3263: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 3427: Mr. ROTHMAN and Ms. MCKINNEY. 
H.R. 3478: Mr. GIBBONS and Ms. JACKSON- 

LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 3492: Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.R. 3588: Mr. HAYWORTH and Mr. KUHL of 

New York. 
H.R. 3762: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 3781: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 3852: Mr. UDALL of Colorado. 
H.R. 3964: Mr. ACKERMAN. 
H.R. 4008: Mr. PORTER. 
H.R. 4025: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 
H.R. 4033: Mr. WYNN, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. ACK-

ERMAN, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. 
WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Minnesota, Mr. OLVER, and Mr. 
MEEHAN. 

H.R. 4052: Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 4098: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Mrs. 

MALONEY. 
H.R. 4197: Mr. LANTOS. 
H.R. 4232: Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 4259: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
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H.R. 4318: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
H.R. 4341: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, 

Ms. GRANGER, and Mr. BURGESS. 
H.R. 4350: Ms. LEE. 
H.R. 4381: Mr. ALEXANDER, Ms. HARRIS, Mr. 

MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida, and Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida. 

H.R. 4423: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas and Mr. 
CHABOT. 

H.R. 4435: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 4450: Mrs. KELLY. 
H.R. 4469: Mr. COSTA. 
H.R. 4495: Mr. CONAWAY. 
H.R. 4517: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 4560: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 4562: Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania, 

Mr. MATHESON, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. KIRK, 
Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. SAXTON, and 
Mr. SCHWARZ of Michigan. 

H.R. 4573: Mr. MCHUGH. 
H.R. 4597: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. CARTER. 
H.R. 4672: Mr. SHERWOOD. 
H.R. 4695: Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. 
H.R. 4734: Mr. BACA, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. 

ETHERIDGE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 
ORTIZ, Mr. OWENS, and Ms. SOLIS. 

H.R. 4747: Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 
REYES, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. SPRATT, 
Mr. SKELTON, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, and Ms. 
WATERS. 

H.R. 4751: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. 
H.R. 4824: Mr. KIND and Mr. GORDON. 
H.R. 4825: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. ENGEL, and Ms. 

SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 4843: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 
H.R. 4894: Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. 

NORWOOD, Mr. EHLERS, and Mr. SCHWARZ of 
Michigan. 

H.R. 4927: Mr. ROTHMAN and Mr. MARSHALL. 
H.R. 4949: Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 5005: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
H.R. 5013: Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. 

GOODE, and Mr. BLUNT. 
H.R. 5017: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, Mr. 

GONZALEZ, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 5022: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. FARR, 

and Ms. MATSUI. 
H.R. 5039: Mr. PEARCE. 
H.R. 5058: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 
H.R. 5100: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin and Mr. 

KUHL of New York. 
H.R. 5102: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 5106: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota. 
H.R. 5113: Mr. HOLT, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. 

MOORE of Wisconsin, and Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 5121: Ms. CARSON, Mr. MICA, Ms. MAT-

SUI, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. SIMMONS, 
Mr. CASE, and Mr. BACHUS. 

H.R. 5129: Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 
H.R. 5139: Ms. MATSUI. 
H.R. 5140: Ms. MCKINNEY and Mr. BISHOP of 

Georgia. 
H.R. 5159: Mr. WEXLER. 
H.R. 5201: Mr. WEINER, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 

RUPPERSBERGER, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. DAVIS of 
Illinois, Mr. OXLEY, and Mr. WICKER. 

H.R. 5204: Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. COSTELLO. 

H.R. 5209: Ms. MCKINNEY. 
H.R. 5230: Mr. OTTER. 
H.R. 5255: Mr. ALEXANDER and Mr. KENNEDY 

of Minnesota. 
H.R. 5262: Mr. FEENEY, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mrs. 

DRAKE, Mr. COLE of Oklahoma, Mr. SHADEGG, 
Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, 
Ms. HART, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr. SHAW, Mr. 
RENZI, Mr. FOLEY, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, and Mr. MCCRERY. 

H.R. 5280: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 5290: Mr. GONZALEZ. 
H.R. 5312: Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-

fornia and Mr. KIND. 
H.R. 5319: Mr. KLINE, Mr. FOSSELLA, and 

Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 5336: Mr. KINGSTON and Mr. BISHOP of 

Georgia. 
H.R. 5337: Mr. CAMP of Michigan, Mr. CLAY, 

Mr. FORD, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. 

MOORE of Kansas, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
STEARNS, and Mr. WAMP. 

H.R. 5353: Mrs. EMERSON. 
H.R. 5362: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota. 
H.R. 5364: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota. 
H.R. 5371: Ms. DEGETTE, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. 

BISHOP of New York, Ms. WATSON, Ms. LEE, 
and Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 

H.R. 5388: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado. 

H.R. 5397: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 
H.R. 5403: Mr. THOMAS, and Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 5420: Mr. MARSHALL, and Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 5432: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and Mrs. NORTHUP. 
H.R. 5442: Mr. TIBERI, Mr. FORTUÑO, and 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. 
H.R. 5444: Mr. SCHWARZ of Michigan. 
H.J. Res. 58: Mr. PEARCE, Mr. SCOTT of 

Georgia, Mr. FORTUÑO, Mr. BOSWELL, Mrs. 
DRAKE, Mr. CLEAVER, and Mr. COBLE. 

H.J. Res. 73: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
H. Con. Res. 42: Mr. CONAWAY. 
H. Con. Res. 106: Mr. NEAL of Massachu-

setts. 
H. Con. Res. 338: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 

CHANDLER, and Mr. FERGUSON. 
H. Con. Res. 343: Mr. CROWLEY. 
H. Con. Res. 348: Mr. PAYNE, and Ms. JACK-

SON-LEE of Texas. 
H. Con. Res. 401: Mr. PAYNE, Mrs. MYRICK, 

Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BACA, 
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. MILLENDER- 
MCDONALD, Mr. MURTHA, Ms. WATERS, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. LEACH, 
and Mr. OLVER. 

H. Con. Res. 407: Mr. DENT, Ms. HART, Mr. 
SHUSTER, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. 
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. PITTS, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. WELDON of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. HOLDEN, and Mr. PLATTS. 

H. Con. Res. 408: Mrs. DRAKE, Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN, Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. HARRIS, Mr. 
MACK, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. WELLER, 
Mr. PITTS, Mr. KING of New York, and Mr. 
BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 

H. Con. Res. 412: Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BACH-
US, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. NORWOOD, Mrs. 
MCCARTHY, and Mr. MCNULTY. 

H. Res. 222: Mr. MCNULTY. 
H. Res. 295: Mr. PASCRELL. 
H. Res. 498: Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. 
H. Res. 690: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. BOOZMAN, 

and Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. 
H. Res. 723: Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsyl-

vania. 
H. Res. 745: Mr. HOLDEN and Mr. FILNER. 
H. Res. 759: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, 

Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. BECERRA. 

H. Res. 777: Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK of Michigan, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. BER-
MAN, and Mr. FEENEY. 

H. Res. 786: Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. 
GARRETT of New Jersey, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS 
of Virginia, and Mr. GIBBONS. 

H. Res. 790: Mr. WEXLER. 
H. Res. 793: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of 

Florida, Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina, 
Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. DUNCAN. 

H. Res. 794: Mr. WU, Ms. HARRIS, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, 
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Ms. PELOSI, 
Mrs. KELLY, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. 
SOUDER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS 
of Virginia, and Mr. TANCREDO. 

H. Res. 799: Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. LEACH, Mrs. 
JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. ANDREWS, and 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 

H. Res. 800: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. 
REICHERT, and Mr. CONAWAY. 

H. Res. 801: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. MCCOTTER, 
and Mr. CROWLEY. 

H. Res. 828: Mr. HYDE, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 
and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 5384 
OFFERED BY: MR. GERLACH 

AMENDMENT NO. 19: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 7ll. (a) LIMITATION ON USE OF 
FUNDS.—None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act shall 
be used to implement the limitation in sec-
tion 728 of this Act to carry out or admin-
ister a program authorized by section 2503 of 
Public Law 107–171 in excess of $73,500,000. 

(b) CORRESPONDING REDUCTION IN FUNDS.— 
The amounts otherwise provided by this Act 
are revised by reducing the amount made 
available for ‘‘COMMON COMPUTING ENVIRON-
MENT’’ by $23,500,000, to be derived from rural 
development-related activities, Natural Re-
source Conservation Service-related activi-
ties, and Farm Service Agency-related ac-
tivities in the amount of $1,531,238, $4,938,488, 
and $17,030,071, respectively. 

H.R. 5384 
OFFERED BY: MR. KING OF IOWA 

AMENDMENT NO. 20: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), add the following 
new section: 

SEC. ll. (a) SHORT TITLE.—This section 
may be cited as the ‘‘Livestock Identifica-
tion and Marketing Opportunities Act’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) For purposes of animal health inves-
tigation and surveillance, there needs to be 
an identification system that can trace ani-
mals from the time of first movement of the 
animal from its original premise to the time 
of slaughter of the animal in less than 48 
hours. 

(2) The beef industry estimates that the 
United States cattle industry lost approxi-
mately $3,000,000,000 in export value on beef, 
beef variety meats, hides, and tallow during 
the 12 months after a December 2003 diag-
nosis in the United States of bovine 
spongiform encephalopathy. A livestock 
identification system may have prevented 
some of this loss. 

(3) In order to be as efficient as possible, 
the livestock identification system needs to 
be automated and electronic with partici-
pants using compatible technologies. 

(4) The livestock identification system 
needs to be flexible enough to adapt to 
changes in technology and to the demands of 
the industry and the markets. 

(5) The best technology available should be 
used for the livestock identification system 
while still allowing for registration into the 
system for livestock owners who are eco-
nomically disadvantaged. 

(6) Confidentiality of information on ani-
mal movements, sales, and ownership is nec-
essary to ensure that livestock owners have 
the confidence to comply with and fully par-
ticipate in the livestock identification sys-
tem. 

(7) Besides animal disease surveillance, the 
livestock identification system should pro-
vide a commercial information exchange in-
frastructure that would allow for enhanced 
marketing opportunities. 

(c) LIVESTOCK IDENTIFICATION BOARD.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 

board to be known as the ‘‘Livestock Identi-
fication Board’’. 

(2) DUTIES.—The duties of the Board shall 
be to— 

(A) establish and maintain an electronic 
livestock identification system that— 

(i) is capable of tracing all livestock in the 
United States from the time of first move-
ment of the livestock from its original 
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premise to the time of slaughter of such live-
stock in less than 48 hours; 

(ii) tracks all relevant information about 
the livestock, including— 

(I) the livestock identification number or 
the group or lot identification number for 
the livestock, as applicable; 

(II) the date the livestock identification 
number or the group or lot identification 
number was assigned; 

(III) the premise identification number; 
(IV) the species of the livestock; 
(V) the date of birth of the livestock, to 

the extent possible; 
(VI) the sex of the livestock; 
(VII) any other information the Board con-

siders appropriate for animal disease surveil-
lance; and 

(VIII) any other information that the per-
son who owns or controls the livestock vol-
untarily submits to the Board; 

(B) maintain information obtained through 
the livestock identification system in a cen-
tralized data system; and 

(C) determine the official identification 
technology to be used to track animals 
under the livestock identification system. 

(3) POWERS.—The Board may— 
(A) prescribe and collect fees to recover 

the costs of the livestock identification sys-
tem; and 

(B) establish and maintain a grant pro-
gram to assist persons with fulfilling the re-
quirements of the livestock identification 
system. 

(4) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(A) VOTING MEMBERS.—The Board shall be 

composed of 7 voting members appointed by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, in consultation 
with the Chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the relevant congressional commit-
tees, of whom— 

(i) 1 member shall be a representative of 
cattle owners; 

(ii) 1 member shall be a representative of 
swine owners; 

(iii) 1 member shall be a representative of 
sheep and goat owners; 

(iv) 1 member shall be a representative of 
poultry owners; 

(v) 1 member shall be a representative of 
livestock auction market operators; 

(vi) 1 member shall be a representative of 
meat processors; and 

(vii) 1 member shall be a person actively 
engaged in the livestock industry. 

(B) NON-VOTING MEMBERS.—The Board shall 
include 2 non-voting members appointed by 
the Secretary, in consultation with the 
Chair and ranking minority member of the 
relevant congressional committees, of 
whom— 

(i) 1 member shall be a representative of 
the Department of Agriculture; and 

(ii) 1 member shall be a representative of 
State or tribal veterinarians or State or trib-
al agriculture agencies. 

(C) TERMS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Each member shall be ap-

pointed for a term of 3 years, except as pro-
vided by clauses (ii) and (iii). 

(ii) TERMS OF INITIAL APPOINTEES.—As des-
ignated by the Secretary at the time of ap-
pointment, of the voting members first ap-
pointed— 

(I) the members appointed under clauses 
(ii), (iv), and (v) of subparagraph (A) shall be 
appointed for a term of 2 years; and 

(II) the members appointed under subpara-
graphs (iii) and (vii) of subparagraph (A) 
shall be appointed for a term of 1 year. 

(iii) VACANCIES.—Any member appointed to 
fill a vacancy occurring before the expira-
tion of the term for which the member’s 
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed 
only for the remainder of that term. A mem-
ber may serve after the expiration of that 
member’s term until a successor has taken 

office. A vacancy in the Board shall be filled 
in the manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made. 

(D) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the 
Board shall be elected by its members. 

(E) APPOINTMENT.—The Secretary shall ap-
point all members of the Board not later 
than 45 days after the date of the enactment 
of this section. 

(5) MEETINGS.— 
(A) INITIAL MEETING.—Not later than 60 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
section, the Board shall hold its initial meet-
ing. 

(B) SUBSEQUENT MEETINGS.—The Board 
shall meet at the call of the Chairperson. 

(6) QUORUM.—4 voting members of the 
Board shall constitute a quorum. 

(7) PAY.—Members of the Board shall serve 
without compensation. 

(8) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of the 
Board shall receive travel expenses, includ-
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, in accord-
ance with applicable provisions under sub-
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(9) STAFF.—The Board may appoint and fix 
the pay of personnel as the Board considers 
appropriate. 

(10) CONTRACTS.—The Board may contract 
with or compensate any persons for goods or 
services. 

(11) RULES AND REGULATIONS.—The Board 
may issue such rules and regulations as may 
be necessary to carry out this section. 

(12) IMPLEMENTATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall imple-

ment the livestock identification system es-
tablished pursuant to this section not later 
than December 31, 2008. 

(B) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this section, 
and quarterly thereafter until December 31, 
2010, the Board shall submit to the Secretary 
of Agriculture and the relevant congres-
sional committees a report on the status of 
the implementation of the livestock identi-
fication system, including— 

(i) for each species subject to the system, 
the number of animals or groups of animals 
tracked by the system; and 

(ii) the percentage of each animal species 
subject to the livestock identification sys-
tem that are tracked by the system, which 
shall be determined by dividing the number 
submitted under clause (i) for a species by 
the total number of animals of such species 
in the United States. 

(d) PREMISE IDENTIFICATIONS.—Not later 
than nine months after the date of the enact-
ment of this section, the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall establish a premise identifica-
tion system for all premises in the United 
States. The premise identification data shall 
be made available to the Board and shall in-
clude— 

(1) a premise identification number; 
(2) the name of the entity that owns or 

controls the premise; 
(3) contact information for the premise, in-

cluding a person, address, and phone number; 
(4) the type of operation at the premise; 

and 
(5) the date the premise number was as-

signed. 
(e) ENFORCEMENT; FIRST ENTRY INTO COM-

MERCE.—Subject to subsection (f)(2), the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall verify that each 
animal, or group of animals, where applica-
ble, subject to the livestock identification 
system established pursuant to subsection 
(c) is properly identified upon first entry of 
the animal into commerce. Any animal or 
group of animals that the Secretary deter-
mines is not properly identified shall be 
identified using the official identification 
technology before entering commerce. 

(f) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION FOR OTHER 
ANIMAL SPECIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The owner of an animal or 
group of animals, where applicable, that is 
not subject to the livestock identification 
system established pursuant to subsection 
(c) may voluntarily subject such animal or 
group of animals to tracking by such live-
stock identification system. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT EXEMPTION.—The vol-
untary tracking of such animal or group of 
animals shall not make the animal or group 
of animals subject to the enforcement ac-
tions of the Secretary under subsection (e). 

(g) RELEASE OF LIVESTOCK IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBERING INFORMATION.— 

(1) FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT.—Infor-
mation obtained through the livestock iden-
tification system established pursuant to 
subsection (c) or the premise identification 
system established pursuant to subsection 
(d) is exempt from disclosure under section 
552 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) CHARACTER OF LIVESTOCK IDENTIFICATION 
SYSTEM INFORMATION.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (3) and (4), information obtained 
through the livestock identification system 
or the premise identification system— 

(A) may not be released; 
(B) shall not be considered information in 

the public domain; and 
(C) shall be considered commercial infor-

mation that is privileged and confidential. 
(3) LIMITED RELEASE OF INFORMATION AU-

THORIZED.—Notwithstanding paragraph (2), 
the Board may release information obtained 
through the livestock identification system 
or the premise identification system (other 
than information voluntarily submitted pur-
suant to subsection (c)(2)(A)(ii)(VIII)) regard-
ing particular livestock if— 

(A) a disease or pest poses a significant 
threat to the livestock that the information 
involves; 

(B) the release of the information is re-
lated to actions the Board may take under 
this section; and 

(C) the person obtaining the information 
needs the information for reasons consistent 
with the public health and public safety pur-
poses of the livestock identification system, 
as determined by the Secretary of Agri-
culture. 

(4) LIMITED RELEASE OF INFORMATION RE-
QUIRED.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (2), the Board shall promptly release 
information obtained through the livestock 
identification system or the premise identi-
fication system (other than information vol-
untarily submitted pursuant to subsection 
(c)(2)(A)(ii)(VIII)) regarding particular live-
stock— 

(i) to the person who owns or controls the 
livestock, if the person requests such infor-
mation; 

(ii) to the Secretary of Agriculture for the 
purpose of animal disease surveillance; 

(iii) to a State or tribal veterinarian or a 
State or tribal agriculture agency for the 
purpose of animal disease surveillance; 

(iv) to the Attorney General for the pur-
pose of investigation or prosecution of a 
criminal act; 

(v) to the Secretary of Homeland Security 
for the purpose of national security; 

(vi) to the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services for the purpose of protection of pub-
lic health; and 

(vii) to the government of a foreign coun-
try, if release of the information is necessary 
to trace livestock threatened by disease or 
pest, as determined by the Secretary. 

(B) INFORMATION VOLUNTARILY SUB-
MITTED.—Notwithstanding paragraph (2), on 
the request of a person who owns or controls 
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livestock, the Board shall release informa-
tion voluntarily submitted to the Board pur-
suant to subsection (c)(2)(A)(ii)(VIII) regard-
ing such livestock to such person or to an-
other person. 

(5) CONFLICT OF LAW.—If the information 
disclosure limitations or requirements of 
this subsection conflict with information 
disclosure limitations or requirements of a 
State law and such conflict involves inter-
state or international commerce, this sub-
section shall take precedence over the State 
law. 

(h) REPORT ON IMPACT OF LIVESTOCK IDEN-
TIFICATION SYSTEM.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary of Agriculture shall sub-
mit to the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate, 
the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representatives, and the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate a report on a livestock identification 
system, including— 

(1) the lessons learned and the effective-
ness of the animal identification system 
pilot programs funded in fiscal year 2005; 

(2) an analysis of the economic impact of a 
livestock identification system on the live-
stock industry; and 

(3) the expected cost of implementing a 
livestock identification system. 

(i) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subsection 
(f) of section 282 of the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1638a) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘‘CERTIFICATION OF ORIGIN.— 
’’ and all that follows through ‘‘To certify 
the country of origin’’ and inserting ‘‘CER-
TIFICATION OF ORIGIN; EXISTING CERTIFI-
CATION PROGRAMS.—To certify the country of 
origin’’; and 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 
through (E) as paragraphs (1) through (5), re-
spectively. 

(j) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘Board’’ means the Livestock 

Identification Board established under sub-
section (c)(1). 

(2) The term ‘‘livestock’’ means cattle, 
swine, sheep, goats, and poultry. 

(3) The term ‘‘premise’’ means a location 
that holds, manages, or boards animals. 

(4) The term ‘‘relevant congressional com-
mittees’’ means the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate. 

(5) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of Agriculture. 

(k) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $33,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2007 through 2009. 

H.R. 5384 
OFFERED BY: MR. RUSH 

AMENDMENT NO. 21: At the end of the bill 
(before the short title), insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 7ll. It is the sense of Congress that 
the Secretary of Agriculture should conduct 
a study to evaluate the impact of the lack of 
readily available fresh fruits and vegetables 
in economically underserved areas on per-
sons residing in such areas. 

H.R. 5427 

OFFERED BY: MR. DEAL OF GEORGIA 

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 14, strike lines 12 
through 17. 

H.R. 5427 

OFFERED BY: MR. HEFLEY 

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 47, after line 2, in-
sert the following new section: 

SEC. 503. Each amount appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act that is not 
required to be appropriated or otherwise 
made available by a provision of law is here-
by reduced by 1 percent. 

H.R. 5427 

OFFERED BY: MR. BROWN OF OHIO 

AMENDMENT NO. 3: At the end of the bill 
(preceding the short title), insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to enter into a no- 
bid contract with a company based outside 
the United States for the purpose of nuclear 
weapons screening of cargo shipping con-
tainers. 

H.R. 5427 

OFFERED BY: MR. BARTON OF TEXAS 

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 47, after line 2, in-
sert the following new section: 

SEC. 503. None of the funds made available 
by this Act from the Nuclear Waste Fund 
may be used to carry out the Global Nuclear 
Energy Partnership program. 

H.R. 5427 

OFFERED BY: MR. BISHOP OF NEW YORK 

AMENDMENT NO. 5: At the end of the bill, 
before the short title, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 503. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used by the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission to review ap-
plications for floating storage and regasifi-
cation units in areas designated under sec-
tion 320 of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act (33 U.S.C. 1330) as an estuary of na-
tional significance. 

H.R. 5427 

OFFERED BY: MR. PALLONE 

AMENDMENT NO. 6: Page 6, line 14, after 
‘‘Mid Atlantic’’, insert ‘‘(including $6,000,000 
of such $143,250,000 for the NY/NJ Harbor 
drift removal program)’’. 

H.R. 5441 

OFFERED BY: MR. BROWN OF OHIO 

AMENDMENT NO. 1: In the item relating to 
‘‘DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND 
OPERATIONS—Office of the Secretary and 
Executive Management’’, after the first dol-
lar amount, insert ‘‘(increased by $500,000) 
(reduced by $500,000)’’. 

H.R. 5441 

OFFERED BY: MR. DOOLITTLE 

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 62, after line 17, in-
sert the following: 

SEC. 537. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to carry out expe-
dited removal of aliens under section 235 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act unless 
inadmissible citizens and nationals of El Sal-
vador are subject to the expedited removal 
procedures set forth in such section to the 
same extent as other inadmissible aliens. 
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